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SUMMARY/SYNOPSIS
This research was conducted in an effort to investigate the perception of principals on group
decision-making within the School Management Teams (SMT's). This study was prompted
by the changes taking place within the department of education, which are in line with the
political changes that have taken place in South Africa. The dawn of democracy in South
Africa paved a way for the democratisation ofall government structures.
According to the South African School's Act (SASA) of 1996 (b) participative management
should be practised at all levels of education, in this instance at school level. The SMT's who
are comprised of managers, must make joint informed decisions at the school level.
From the literature review it is evident that principals should be competent in group decision-
making so that they can make rational decisions and to assist the management team to reach
...
the desired common goal. The involvement of the SMT in decision-making develops a sense
of ownership for the institution and this sense of ownership can lead to co-operation amongst
the members, which could cascade to the rest of the staff members. The co-operation could
promote effectiveness in the management of the school.
An empirical study was conducted based on group decision-making. A comparison was made
concerning the factor mean scores of the following independent groups: gender, age, mother
tongue, commitment to group decision-making, teaching experience, qualifications of
respondents, medium of instruction, districts and workshops attended relative to group
decision-making. Generally, there seemed to be no statistically significant differences
between these categories as they mainly agreed with the factor named group decion-rnaking.
The respondents belonged to schools in the three districts namely D1, D3 and D4 of the
Gauteng Department of Education. Chapter' four depicts the results of the research. Based on
the results of the research, guidelines were drafted to assist principals in group decision-
making.
Finally, this research recommends further research on this topic on a wider context such as:
Research be conducted in other parts of Gauteng and other provinces.
The perception ofother SMT members to group decision-making should be investigated.
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SINOPSIS
Hierdie navorsing is ondemeem in 'n poging om die persepsie van skoolhoofde ten opsigte
van groepbesluitneming in Skoolbestuurspanne (SBS'e) te ondersoek. Hierdie studie het
ontstaan as gevolg van die veranderinge wat in die onderwysdepartement in ooreenstemming
met die politieke veranderings wat tans in Suid-Afrika gebeur, plaasvind. Die aanvang van 'n
demokratiese bestel het in Suid-Afrika die weg gebaan vir die demokratisering van alle
regeringstrukture.
Volgens die Suid Afrikaanse Skolewet van 1996 (b) behoort deelnemende bestuur op aIle
vlakke van onderwys, in hierdie geval op skoolvlak, toegepas te word. Die SBS'e bestaande
uit bestuurders moet gesamentlike, ingeligte besluite op skoolvlak neem.
Uit die literatuursoorsig het dit duidelik geword dat skoolhoofde bevoeg moet wees III
groepsbesluitneming, sodat hulle rasionele besluite kan neem en sodat hulle die bestuurspan
kan bystaan in die bereiking van die gemeenskaplik gestelde doel. Die betrokkenheid van die
SBS by besluitneming ontwikkel 'n gevoel van eienaarskap vir die instelling en hierdie gevoel
van eienaarskap kan tot samewerking tussen die lede lei en tot die bevordering van die
doeltreffendheid van skoolbestuur.
'n Empiriese ondersoek is ondemeem wat gebaseer is op groepbesluitneming. 'n Vergelyking
is getref tussen die faktoriale gemiddelde tellings van die volgende onafhanklike groepe:
geslag, ouderdom, moedertaal, verbintenis tot groepbesluitneming, onderwyservaring,
kwalifikasies van respondente, onderrigmedium, distrikte en werkswinkels wat bygewoon is,
in verhouding tot groepbesluitneming. Oor die algemeen was daar skynbaar geen statisties
betekenisvolle verskille tussen hierdie groepe nie, aangesien hulle meestal saamgestem het
oor die faktor genaamd groepbesluitneming.
Die respondente is verbonde aan skole in die D1-, D3- en D4-distrikte van die Gautengse
Onderwysdepartement. Hoofstuk vier bevat die bevindings van die navorsing. Op grond van
die bevindinge van die navorsing word riglyne om skoolhoofde te help met
groepbesluitneming, aangebied.
Ten slotte word verdere navorsing 001' hierdie onderwerp in 'n wyer konteks aanbeveel soos:
Navorsing kan in ander dele van Gauteng en ander provinsies ondemeem word.
Die persepsie van ander SBS-Iede tot groepbesluitneming behoort ondersoek te word.
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CHAPTER 1
THE PERCEPTION OF PRINCIPALS ON GROUP DECISION-MAKING WITHIN THE
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT TEAMS
1.1 INTRODUCTION
The new dispensation in education brought along group decision-making, which is a
relatively new aspect in educational management in South Africa. School Management
Teams (SMT's) are to make these decisions under the leadership of the principals.
Members provide knowledge and skills to the team. This tends to result in decisions of a
higher quality. The synergy among individual members causes group decisions to be better
than the sum of individual decisions.
Although group decision-making encourages participation by all who are involved, it has its
own flaws among others, group think or decision coercion, Tropman (1996:44) defines
group think as a false agreement in the face of power. One other problem is that principals
are not skilled in group decision-making and are therefore unable to apply group decision-
making skills during meetings and in most instances, end up deciding for the whole group.
.,
Tropman (1996:44) classifies this sole decision-making as group think which involves an
intimidating executive whereby the principal can say "We're all agreed" then most will say
"yes" only to discover later that they meant "no" after the meeting during the "real"
discussion when problems surface.
In view of the above statement, it is imperative to intensively study the perception of
I
principals on group decision-making within the SMT in order to be able to understand and
come up with solutions on how principals can use group decision-making effectively.
This chapter will outline the background to the research problem, statement of the problem,
aims and objectives, research design and methodology, demarcation of research,
clarification ofconcepts, division of chapters and a conclusion.
-2-
1.2 BACKGROUND TO THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
In the past the departmental legislations were structured in such a way that principals were
the sole decision-makers. Emphasis was on top-down management. Top-down mandates
from the education department created a constant stream of schedules, papers, and so on
through which educators were told what to do Management of Schools Training Programme
(MSTP, 2000:7). The principals received directives from the education department and they
had to implement decisions taken at the departmental level irrespective of whether the
decisions suit the school situation or not. No room was given to schools to make their own
decisions to suit the context the schools find themselves in.
This led to autocratic management where the principals as representatives of the department
were the sole decision-makers, operating under stringent and fixed parameters dictated by
the education authorities. This meant that there was little opportunity for educators to make
decisions (MSTP, 2000:7).
Even though the schools are still receiving directives from the Department, since the
introduction of the new government in 1994 there appears to have been a shift from sole
management by principals to team management.
More people are involved in making decisions within the school. The MSTP (2000:7) states
that all levels of the school and all sjakeholders should now be involved in the process of
making decisions and implementing them. This indicates that the School Management
Teams comprised of the deputy principals and heads of departments have been brought on
board to participate in decision-making involving a number of issues that involves the
'I
management of the school. ; .
This does not necessarily mean that schools are to operate independently from the
I _~ I
department; they are still dictated by the legislations such as the Constitution, South African
Schools Act, Norms and Standards for School funding 1998, Employment of Educators Act
No. 76 of 1998 and the relevant Provincial Education Act.
This indicates that with an increased involvement in decision-making comes a higher level
of responsibility (MSTP, 2000:6).
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The SMT members therefore have to be equally involved i~ groupE..ecision-making since as
a collective they should offer more knowledge than one person. This could promote
accountability, collaboration andownership by the whole team.
In view of the above involvement of all stakeholders in schools, especially the SMT's it is
imperative to find out how principals perceive this involvement especially during group
decision-making and also, to find out whether decisions taken are implemented as agreed
within the SMT's.
The next step will be to look into the research problem, the purpose of this research and the
problem statement.
1.3 STATEMENT OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
Through the legislation of the South African Schools Act, (SA, 1996 b) all schools in South
Africa are expected to have School Management Teams (SMT's). The principal makes
most of the decisions in consultation with the SMT. As the leader of the SMT, the principal
must see to it that decisions taken with regard to the management of the school are
implemented and evaluated. Group decision-making is a participatory management strategy
based on collaboration but it has certain limitations for effective management. Furthermor~~
not all principals are skilled ingroup decision-making.
Against the background thefollowing research questions canbe asked:
• What is the natureofgroup decision-making?
• What are the possible implications of group decision-making on effective school
management?
• What are the perceptions of principals about group decision-making within the SMT? '
• What guidelines could assist the principal in order to facilitate group decision-making
within the SMT?
Having demarcated the research problem, it is now necessary to state the aim and objectives
of this research.
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1.4 AIMS OF THE RESEARCH
The general aim of this research is to investigate the perception of school principals on
group d£c;is.jon-miling within the School Management Team. In order to realise this
general aim the following serve as objectives for the research project:
• to investigate the nature of group decision-making;
• to determine the perception of principals on group decision-making within the SMT; and
• to establish guidelines so that group decision-making can enhance effective management
within the school.
With the aims and objectives having been outlined it is imperative to state the research
design and research methods.
1.5 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
In order to realise the aim of this study, a quantitative research design will be used. A
literature study will be conducted to clarify some of the basic concepts in the South African
context. A structured questionnaire will be designed in order to obtain the perceptions of
priI!.~iPals...jn_respect of group decision-making within the SMT. A random sample of
principals from Gauteng will be selected and the data will be analysed using multivariate
statistical methods.
Having outlined the research strategy and research methods, it is important to indicate the
demarcation of the research.
'(
1.6 DEMARCATION OF THE RESEARCH
I
The research will be limited to secondary and primary school principals in Gauteng North,
District One (01), District Three (D3) and District Four (04). The schools in Gauteng
N0l1h District One (Dl), District Three (03) and District Four (04) constitute ex Model C
schools, township schools and farm schools. The research findings will only be used to
generalize perceptions of principals in Gauteng District One (01), District Three (03) and
District Four (04).
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1.7 CLARIFICATION OF CONCEPTS
In this section, concepts, which are key to this study will be defined. The following
concepts will be clarified:
• group decision-making;
• School Management Teams (SMT's); and
• perception.
1.7.1 Group Decision-making
In order to have a better understanding of group decision-making, it is important to start by
defining what decision-making is and .also what a group is.
Van Niekerk (1988:55) defines decision-making as a universal management task, which
comprises in its broadest sense, a choice between alternative plans -of actions. Van der
Westhuizen (1991:152) on the other hand defines decision-making as a thought process,
which is carried out consciously (sometimes unconsciously) to direct the achievement of
goals.
For the purpose of this study decision-making will denote the management within a school,
which entails making decisions on a daily basis with the purpose of attaining certain goals.
The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Current English defines the word group as a number of
people working together or sharing beliefs for example, part of a political party. This can be
interpreted to mean that people working together such as the SMT can share the same
beliefs and values especially in educational matters.
I
\,~ I
Van del' Westhuizen 1991:155) defines group decision making ~s a form of participative
decision-making consisting of a specific technique used in participative decision-making.
Guzzo, Salas and Associates (1995:4) on the other hand, defines group decision-making as a
bundle of interconnected activities that include gathering, interpreting and exchanging
information, creating and identifying alternative courses of action. It can also be seen as
choosing among alternatives by integrating the often differing perspectives and opinions of
team members and implementing a choice and monitoring its consequences.
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For the purpose of this study, group decision-making will be used as defined in the above
two definitions whereby different techniques and different steps in the group decision-
making process will be looked at.
1.7.2 School Management Teams (SMT's)
Guzzo, et al. (1995:2) do not give a distinction between a group and a team. They use the
concepts interchangeably. They define groups or teams to be bounded social units with
work to do in larger social systems. A group or a team within an organisation is said to be
bounded when it has an identifiable membership ...... and when it has an identifiable task or
set of tasks to perform ...
For the purpose of this study, the SMT involves a group of people with a common purpose
within an organisation, in this instance, the school. The team has identifiable members,
which are the principal, deputy principal/s and heads of departments.
The South African Schools Act, (RSA,1996 (b) does not define a School Management
Team. There is, however, a working definition that is being used by Provinces and National
Departments which indicates that the School Management Team consist of the following
members: Principal, Deputy Principal (if appointed) Heads of Departments (either appointed
or acting) additional members of the staff or someone from outside the school whom ~ the
management team feels has specific skills or knowledge which will aid the management of
the school (School Management Teams Introductory Guide, 2000:2).
In this study the School Management Team (SMT) will be used as defined in the School
. ,,;
Management Introductory Guide (2000:2) ,
1.7.3 Perception
Perception has been definedin psyc~~lQg!~l!l terms to mean the, study that always begins
with recognition of the fact that what is perceived isnot uniquely determined by the physical
stimulation but, l{rti~"'er'J is an organized complex, dependent upon a host of other factors
(Reber, 1985:527). The factors include attention, constancy, mgtivation, organization, set,
learning, distortion and hallucination and illusion.
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Erasmus, Van Wyk, Schenk and Swanepoel (1988:78) on the other hand define perception
as those (mainly cognitive and mental) processes which enable us to interpret, give meaning
to and understand our internal and extemal environments. Perceptions thus occurs every
time that certain environmental stimuli activate any of our senses and we try to make sense
of, or give meaning to these stimuli by organising and interpreting them (cognitively). A
related view is made by Lynch, (1995: 110) by indicating that perception is the seeing or
recognition of things by people using their senses.
For the purpose of this study perception will refer to how people tend to 'see' things
differently as people recognise, interpret and give different meanings to different stimuli in
their environments.
Having clarified concepts in this study the division of chapters will be outlined.
1.8 DIVISION OF CHAPTERS
The first chapter provides the introduction and background to the research problem,
statement of the research problem, the aim of the research, research design and methodology
to be used. It also outlines the demarcation of the research and clarifies the concepts of the
research.
In the second chapter a review of related literature will be made. It builds the conceptual
framework of group decision-making and also clarifies the perception of principals on group
decision-making within the SMT.
'I
The third chapter deals with the research design and methods of research to be used whi~h
address the research questions.
I
• I
I
The fourth chapter deals with the analysis of data. Data will be collected by means of
structured questionnaires in order to obtain the perceptions of principals on group decision-
making within the SMT.
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The fifth chapter links the interpretation of the findings of chapter two, three and four.
Analysis and interpretation of empirical data will be made and also, reflection of the
reliability and validity of the research findings will occur.
1.9 CONCLUSION
In this chapter the following aspects were highlighted: introduction and background to the
research, statement of the research problem, aims of the research, research design and
methodology, demarcation of research, clarification of concepts and division of the chapters.
In the next chapter, relevant literature will be reviewed in order to obtain recent research
.findings on group decision-making and how it is perceived by principals when applied
within the SMT. The literature review will form a basis for the justification of the study.
'I
"
,
. /
\
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CHAPTER TWO
2. INTRODUCTION
The aim of this chapter is to investigate viewpoints of various researchers on perceptions,
because they influence decision-making, group decision-making and School Management
Teams. The investigation will be done using a literature review. For the purpose of this
research, decision-making will be reviewed so that a logical link will be made that will lead
to group decision-making. It is essential to start by discussing perceptions..
2.2 PERCEPTION
As discussed earlier, perception involves mental processes that enable us to interpret, give
meaning to and understand our internal and external environment. Perception involves the
triggering of any ofour senses by extemal stimuli. Puth (1994:51) and Kreitner and Kinicki
(1998:154) hold a related view by pointing out that perception is the filter through which
we take in stimuli and understand the world. Puth (1994:51) and Gerber, Nel and Van Dyk
(1987:384) further define perception as the way we take in information about our world,
and because each person gathers information differently problems arise in the way in which
each individual perceives people and things. The principals can therefore have varying
perceptions on group decision-making within the SMT's. Some may view it as time-
consuming and some may view it as a beneficial tool for the school.
The context in which the principals were raised has an effect on how their perceptions differ
on group decision-making. Puth (1994:51) indicates that many of the differences between
people can be explained by the psychological and social programming and training that
occurs during the formative stages of childhood and adolescence. This illustrates that two
people exposed to the same situation can have varying interpretations.
Smit and Cronje, (1997:366) point out that the differences in perception depend on who is
doing the perceiving, the object being perceived and or the context in which perception
occurs. Smit and Cronje (1997:367) and Lynch (1995: 110) identifies three things that
influence perception:
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• the perceiver;
• the object; and
• the situation.
Lynch (1995:110) defines the perceiver as "you and I" observing different things. People's
perceptions are influenced by their interests, expectations and their previous experiences.
People perceive things differently from others: for instance an insecure principal may see
the SMT discussion on management issues as undermining his or her ability to manage the
school or worse to remove him/her from his/her position. Where we come from, our past
what we do, our job, and our interests, all and more come together to help us see what we
see. The problem is that sometimes we only see what we want to see (Lynch, 1995:111).
The other thing that influences perception is the object. Lynch (1995:111) and Smit and
Cronje (1997:367) indicates that objects are not perceived in isolation as whatever
surrounds the object is also observed. For instance, an exceptionally attractive or
unattractive employee stands out among their co-workers. The principal can therefore see
the SMT as an important or unimportant tool based on the composition of the SMT.
The other thing that influences perception is the context or situation. The situation in which
we find things is important. Factors in the context that may playa role are the time at which
the object is perceived as well as the working and social environment in which this occurs
(Smit & Cronje, 1997:367). When the principal makes a decision he or she is affected by
the context he/she finds him/herself in. The time that he/she has at his/her disposal and the
working surroundings he/she finds him/herself in.
As it is impossible to concentrate on all the stimuli in the environment at one time people
tend to perceive selectively (Smit & Cronje, 1997:367). The bits and pieces of information
are not chosen uniformly but selectively depending on the perceivers' interests, background,
experience and attitude. People take "short cuts" during selective perception. These short
cuts are called cognitive strategies. Smit and Cronje (1997:368) defines cognitive strategies
as the short cuts that the brain uses to reduce the mass of information that it is bombarded
with so that a person can make more sense of the socialisation process.
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They (Smit & Cronje, 1997:367) further identify two principles that underlie this strategy,
which are heuristics and prejudices. Heuristics entails decision-making principles that an
individual uses to draw quick conclusions about other people: while prejudices are the result
of mainly stereotyping for example the principal can judge employees on the basis of the
ethnic group to which they belong. A male principal can even claim that women are noisy
and talkative therefore they cannot be included in group decision-making as they will
consume time talking about unnecessary or petty issues.
The other factor that influences perception is the halo effect. The halo effect means that an
individual forms a general impression of another individual based on certain characteristics
such as intelligence, appearance or degree of socialization (Smit & Cronje, 1997:368) (See
question B29, Annexure B).
The principal might regard older SMT members to be the ones suitable to engage in group
decision-making or regard popular, argumentative members as those who should be
involved in group decision-making and may even conclude that quiet SMT members will
not benefit the group.
Another factor that influences perception is emotions. The principal and or the SMT may
be so negative, angry or upset, that they may perceive the situation as hopeless while on the
other hand a person with a different temperament may well react quite differently (Erasmus
et al., 1998:77).
Erasmus et aL (1998:78) further identify another factor that influences perception as self-
perception - that is, how one sees oneself. Some people view themselves in negative terms
while others tend to have more positive perceptions about themselves. This determines one's
self-esteem. People with low self-esteem see themselves as less valued and less important to the
organisation. Group decision-making may enhance or dampen the self-esteem of principals.
The perception of principals on group decision-making could determine the extent to which
group decision-making is done in schools. The personality, circumstances and also, the
context in which the principals find themselves pre-determines decision-making in their
different schools. Due to differing perceptions one can infer that principals could have
different perceptions on group decision-making.
Having outlined what perception is, it is essential to discuss decision-making.
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2.3 DECISION-MAKING
Johnson and Johnson (1989:106) and Dilworth (1996:75) define decision-making as a
process that results in a choice among alternative courses of action (See Question B2 in
Annexure B). Decision-making could be regarded as a process of consciously choosing the
most suitable way of acting to solve or handle a particular problem or situation once the
various alternatives and possibilities have been considered for the achievement of the
desired goal. Spiegel and Torres (1994:85) further add that decision-making is the process
by which individuals or groups arrive at a decision, judgement or conclusion through a
process of deliberation.
Decision-making is a design process. Designing solutions is like designing tables: there can
never be a 'right' answer when making decisions. Making a decision, similarly depends on:
why we are making it, our available resources, time and skills, and our understanding of the
situation. The best decision we make will only ever be the best at that particular time
(Baker, 1997:22).
The above statement indicates that decision-making is not an action that can be carried out
in isolation. Decision-making therefore entails taking a number of aspects into
consideration. Therefore there must be guidelines or principles that can assist decision-
makers when making decisions. It is therefore imperative to indicate the following
principles to make sure that decision-making becomes effective.
2.3.1 Principles involved in decision-making
Allen, Terry and Teichler (Van der Westhuizen, 1991:153) stipulate the following principles
involved in decision-making:
• define the problems clearly;
• decision-making should be based on sufficient information;
• various points of view and approaches should be considered - take alternatives into
consideration; (See Question J?2, Annexure B)
• the decision should contribute to achieving goals;
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• it should serve as a guideline for further action;
• there should be sufficient time for making a decision, however, there should not be too
much of a delay in making a decision;
• the implementation and execution of decisions must be determined through control; and
• a decision will be influenced by previous knowledge, experience, values and convictions
(See Question B17, Annexure B).
The above principles could serve as guidelines to principals when making decisions. The
principles can be used as a checklist when the principal and the SMT are confronted with a
situation whereby they must make a decision. These principles however, are guided by the
circumstances or conditions that the management of the school finds itself in. Having
discussed the principles involved in decision-making it is imperative to discuss the
circumstances that playa role in decision-making.
2.3.2 Circumstances that playa role in decision-making
Van del' Westhuizen (1991:154-155), Smit and Cronje (1997:172) and Smit and Du Plessis
(1994:63) identify three circumstances that affect decision-making as certainty, risk and
uncertainty and they define the circumstances as follows:
• Certainty - the decision-maker knows the circumstances, has sufficient information and
knows what will happen. The managers are faced simply with identifying the
consequences of the available options and selecting the outcome with the greater benefit.
• Risk - the decision-maker has a certain amount of information, which may assist in the
consideration of possible results of various decisions before taking a calculated decision.
Options are already known, but their outcomes are uncertain.
• Uncertainty - the decision-maker has no information to assist him in determining the
results of various possibilities. No historical data are available from which to infer
probabilities, or the circumstances are so novel and complex that it is impossible to
make a comparative judgement.
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The above circumstances indicate that decision-making is not an act that can be performed
in a vacuum; there are contextual influences that affect decision-making. It is imperative
that whenever a decision is made that careful consideration be given to the circumstances
surrounding the decision-making process.
Having outlined the circumstances that play a role in decision-making, it is rational to
discuss the types of decisions that can be made during the decision-making process.
2.3.3 Types of decisions
Kroon (1995: 183), Smit and Cronje (1997:171) Megginson, Mosley and Pietri Jr (1992:232)
and Gibson Ivancevich and Donnely (1994:606) identify two types of decisions, that is,
programmed and unprogrammed decisions.
2.3.3.1 Programmed decisions
Kroon (1995:183) and Megginson et al. (ibid) and Gibson et al. (ibid) define programmed
decisions as part of each manager's daily tasks. They are related to structured problems that
are repetitive and made on the basis of established procedures for example remuneration
policy, current salary scale, procedures and rules (See Question B5, Annexure B). Smit and
Cronje (1997: 171) further adds that in some decisions there are definite methods for
obtaining a solution, so that the decisions do not have to be investigated a-new decision
each time they occur. Such decisions should be made without spending unnecessary time
and effort on them.
2.3.3.2 Unprogrammed decisions
Kroon (1995:182-183), Megginson et al. (1992:232) and Gibson et al. (ibid) point out that
unprogrammed decisions are unique and thus require a creative approach by managers
because no previous application of policies, procedures or rules exist (See Question B6,
Annexure B). Unprogrammed decisions occur in the form of programmes and budgets.
Programmes are plans to realise a set of objectives and budgets are unprogrammed decisions
that extend over a specific period and indicate the ways in which capital goods, labour, raw
materials and materials are due to be spent. Smit and Cronje (1997:171) define non-
programmed decisions as decisions that have never occurred before, they are complex and
elusive and there is no established method for dealing with them.
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Principals can therefore engage in programmed decisions without involving the rest of the
SMT as they are restricted to use rules and regulations in the form of procedures and
policies. On the other hand it will be a gross mistake for principals to take sole decisions on
unprogrammed decisions as a great deal of expertise might be needed. The principals will
therefore, need the assistance and experiences of the SMT members in unprogrammed
decisions, for instance when designing the "school management plan" or when drawing up a
budget
As already discussed, decision-making is a process and not an end in itself. Oxford Word
Power Dictionary (1998:490) defines a process to be a series of actions that you do for a
particular purpose. Decision-making as a process has a series of actions called steps, which
facilitates rational decision-making. Kroon (1995:187) defines rational decision-making as
dynamic, ongoing and without a set procedure. Therefore the process does not end with the
implementation of the decision, but leaves room for follow-up, feedback and adjustments
regarding the elimination of possible problems in future decision-making. This implies that
principals and the SMT's can take decisions and that they can be changed or adjusted.
Decision-making is not air-tight but accommodative of any adjustment at any given time
during implementation.
Robbins, De Wet, Hoy and Miskel (Van del' Westhuizen), (1991:143) and Redelinghuis,
Julyan, Steyn and Benade (1989:3) suggest the following steps when making a rational
decision that will assist the decision-maker during the process of decision-making:
Step 1
Step 2
Step 3
Step 4
Step 5
Step 6
determine and formulate the problem;
investigate the problem and determine which factors are related to it;
identify different solutions or alternatives;
determine what the best solution or alternative is;
implement the decision; and
check that the decision has been implemented.
Having outlined what decision-making is, the principles governing decision-making, types
of decisions to be made and steps to follow when engaged in the decision-making process, a
discussion and definition of what group decision-making is will follow.
Q GROUP DECISION-MAKING -16-
Flanagan and Finger (1998:296) define group decision-making as an effective management
practice which involves a group of people collectively making a decision (See Question B1
in Annexure B).
Puth (1994: Ill) further adds that the use of group decision-making expedites the acceptance
of that decision on both individual and group levels. The SMT's therefore must engage in
group decision-making so that they can provide their expertise in making sound
management decisions.
Kroon (1995: 192) points out that decision-making by means of committees, task groups and
other groups is a common phenomenon in contemporary business, especially where
unprogrammed decisions are at state. This indicates that the SMT's need to take part in
decisions that involve unstructured decisions that do not have guidelines or policies to guide
or direct the decision-making. The SMT must be involved in activities that depends on
rational decisions - activities such as functions, planning of school activities such as extra-
mural activities that allow the SMT's to excercise their expertise.
Principals must ensure that they involve the SMT in decision-making so that more
knowledge can be obtained to help in addressing challenges facing the school. Principals
must not regard themselves as sole decision-makers in schools. Kelly (1994:5) states that
the successful manager of today and the future is a member of a team that pools its expertise
and knowledge to find solutions to a wide range of problems.
Kelly (1994:5), acknowledges that team decision-making takes time and points out that
group decisions incorporate the maximum amount of data and experience (both good and
bad) plus a diversity of opinions. Bazerman (1998: 148) further argues that the presumed
motive is one of co-operation in facilitating the best possible outcome for the organisations.
SMT's must not make rash decisions at the expense of more informed rational decisions.
Time must not be the determining factor when making decisions and at the same time
SMT's must not waste time on issues, which do not demand their attention or can be dealt
with timeously.
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Having indicated the issue of time it is now imperative to ascertain when and who must take
decisions. Moonsammy and Hasset (1997:79) point out that a problem within schools (and
other organizations) is that there is often no clarity on when consultation is necessary and
when those charged with leadership and management functions can take decisions on their
own.
Although it has been indicated earlier in this chapter that structured decisions can be taken
by the principal alone and unstructured decisions by the SMT, it is not always easy to draw
a line when and who must take a decision. There are some issues which appear to be
structured, but in essence need the participation of the SMT for instance when the school
has to decide on the language policy at the school, all stakeholders must be consulted to
reach an agreement on this issue.
Having outlined what group decision-making is, the time factor and also what the
responsibility of the SMT is, models that can assist the SMT's to make rational decisions
will be discussed.
2.4.1 Models that promote effective group decision-making
Even in group decision-making rational decisions have to be made. Frey and Barge
(1997:141-142) identifies two models namely; optimal models and bounded decision-
making models which promote effective group decision-making.
The models will be discussed as follows starting with optimal models:
2.4.1.1 Optimal models
When procedures suggested by the requirements of rational decision-making are present
individuals or groups make the best possible decisions. Optimal models are based on the
following assumptions:
• decision-makers must be equipped to meet all of the requirements of their task;
• all information that is relevant must be accessible; and
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• decision-makers must be free from - or at least capable of overcoming - constraints
imposed by limitations of time, influences in the external environment, and difficulties
in relationships among group members.
On the other hand, there is another model namely bounded models which can be
implemented to attain effective decision-making.
2.4.1.2 Bounded models
Bounded models highlight the fact that even when decision-makers know what to do during
decision-making process they are often restrained by lack of resources. Frey and Barge
(1997:142) acknowledge that decisions are 'bound' by what those who make them can
reasonably accomplish with limited information and personal resources. Marek and Simon
(Frey & Barge, 1997:143) further insist that decision-makers are not only aware of their
limitations, but also adjust their objectives in light of those limitations. The goal is not
making the best decision; it is making the best possible decision under the given
circumstances,
According to the bounded model of decision-making the likelihood of a decision-making or
problem-solving group making an appropriate choice is at a maximum under conditions in
which the members:
• show correct understanding of the issue to be resolved;
• determine the minimal characteristics;
• identify a relevant and realistic set of alternatives;
• carefully examine the alternatives in relationship to each previously agreed-upon
characteristic of an acceptable choice; and
• select the alternative that analysis reveals to be the most likely to have the desired
characteristics (Gouran, Hirakawa, Julian & Leatham; in Frey & Barge, 1997:142).
The optimal models assume that if the SMT has all the relevant information, know all
possible alternatives and have all the necessary skills then they will be able to choose the
best alternative or to make a rational decision. The bounded models, however, points out
that the SMT could never know with certainty that they have made the best decision.
Bounded models take into cognisance that the SMT could be operating under constraints
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such as time, lack of information, influences from the external environment, their analytical
and interpretative skills. This dictates the effectiveness of the decision to be taken.
Having outlined the two models of decision-making, the advantages and disadvantages of
group - decision-making will be discussed.
2.4.2 Advantages of group decision-making
According to Puth (1994:110), Kroon (1995:193) and Van del' Westhuizen, (1991:156) a
group represents more knowledge than anyone person in the group (See Question B7,
Annexure B). When groups work together to solve the problem, it promotes greater
understanding and acceptance of ideas and solutions. The group members with their
differing backgrounds, experiences, and education provide a great variety of ideas and
solutions. The solutions are usually solid because the group test ideas from multiple points
of view. This results in having fewer communication problems during implementation
because the participants have actually thought through and worked together to evaluate,
analyse and implement the chosen solution.
The above advantages imply that the SMT can make better decisions when they work as a
group on certain issues rather than working as individuals within the SMT. Implementation
of decisions will be easier as group members have a common understanding on the issue at
stake.
Frey and Barge (1997:274) also point out that groups have the potential to:
• search out and pool greater amounts of information;
• bring to bear on the problem a greater number of approaches and greater (collective)
knowledge;
• critically examine presumptions and correct errors that individuals might make if they
were working alone;
• combine individual contributions, producing more in the aggregate than individuals
could working alone;
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• anticipate the consequences of their decisions and to adjust them accordingly or to
facilitate their acceptance outside the group;
• stimulate and motivate members through their social dimensions; and
• increase members' commitment to the decisions they help make.
Gibson and Hodgets (1989: 153) further add that even if one member of the group is more
knowledgeable than any of the others, other group members are often useful in filling in
some gaps in knowledge. In this instance, the principal may have ideas on how to make a
policy, for example, an assessment policy, but may have limited understanding of how well
the new policy will be accepted by the rest of the staff. Other members ofthe SMT may be
needed to help develop a strategy for staff acceptance.
The SMT's could thus have the above-mentioned potential and advantages. When the SMT
works as a group the participation of each member contributes to effective decision-making
and members will be able to share ideas and point out alternatives or disadvantages that
some members might not see. Thus it seems appropriate to also discuss the disadvantages of
group decision-making.
2.4.3 Disadvantages of group decision-making
Although group decision-making has its particular advantages there are certain
disadvantages that are promoted by group decision-making.
Puth (1994:112-117), Kroon (1995: 193) and Van del' Westhuizen (1991:156) have identified
the following disadvantages, namely the group decision-making process:
• can be inefficient;
• can be unpredictable;
• is susceptible to undue influence from probl~m members (for example, those who talk to
much);
• can put pressure on individual members not to express their disagreement with the
majority (that is, conformity pressure);
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• can overemphasise solutions at the expense of discussion, a product of external pressures
and task-performance pressures; and
• can lead to premature and unwarranted concurrence on a solution, a result of member's
wishing to avoid conflict.
Megginsons et al. (1992:242) highlight that groups cannot be held responsible, so
individuals must carry out decisions. Carnal (1990: 19) further indicates that when making
decisions people are constrained by past decisions and by the culture of the organisation.
Many individual and group inputs are made in a decision-making process and the outcome
may be a decision that nobody particularly supports or feels committed to.
Group decision must not be regarded as a remedy for all situations. There are times when
group-decisions will yield the above disadvantages. Fisher and Ellis (1990:182) agree that
rationality can be good for a group, but the problem is that group members think they must
adhere to a single mode of rational thinking.
The above disadvantages point out that the principal must not solely rely on group-decision-
making but he/she must observe the type of problem or issue at hand before opting for group
decision-making. One way to judge a successful manager in today's environment is his or
her ability to determine which decisions should be made by the group and which one should
be made individually (Kelly, 1994:12). Andrews and Burger (1997:187) further point out
that if managers depend heavily on group decisions it may limit their ability to act quickly
and decisively when necessary.
Principals must guard against the following traps when implementing group decision-
making especially when they are pressurised by time, deadlines or when they are extremely
busy:
• interpreting silence as consent - making a decision by defaults; ~
• settling for majority rules - believing that win/lose results is better than no results;
• letting minorities decide - "Trust us, we know what others want;
• accepting that those who make the most noise are the most knowledgeable; and
• accepting opinions as facts (Flanagan & Finger, 1998:296).
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Having discussed the advantages and disadvantages of group decision-making it is
imperative to discuss techniques that can be used in implementing group decision-making.
2.4.4 Techniques that can be used in group decision-making
Having outlined the advantages and disadvantages of group decision-making it is essential
to indicate how decision-making can be done by groups. There are a number of methods or
techniques that can be used in group decision-making. Lynch (1995:77), Puth (1994:114),
Kroon (1995:193-194), Kelly (1994:15-58), Hirokawa and Poole (1996:358-359) and
Wilson and Hanna (1990:62) identified the following techniques namely, Brainstorming,
Nominal Group Technique (NOT) and the Delphi technique. Kelly (1994:59-103) added the
Consensus Card Method, Paired - Choice Matrix and the Criteria Rating Technique.
Each technique will be briefly discussed starting with brainstorming.
2.4.4.1 Brainstorming / Filtering
Lynch (1995:78) defines brainstorming as a technique that brings a group of interested
persons together in one place to find a solution to a particular 'problem'. Hirokawa and
Poole (1996:358) add that its goals are to generate as many ideas as possible by being
creative, suspending j udgement and combining or adapting ideas.
In order to facilitate brainstorming in a group Puth (1994: 115) suggests the following
ground rules:
• there should be a facilitator;
• remind people not to discuss ideas, keep them moving fast;
• generate and record all ideas, good or bad;
• 'piggyback' or 'hitchhike' ideas onto previous thoughts;
• do not evaluate ideas, no matter how bizarre or ridiculous;
• sweat out the silences or flat spots until someone comes up with something;
• when a substantial number of ideas have been recorded, discuss and eliminate; and
• seriously analyse the remaining ideas.
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The above ground rules are reiterated by Kelly's (1994:17) ground rules namely:
• do not criticise ideas, eventhe most outrageousideas anyonemight voice;
• do not edit what is said;
• go for quantity of ideas at this point. Narrow down the list later using the filtering
technique;
• encourage wild, exaggeratedand humorous ideas. Creativity is the key here;and
• build on the ideas of others.
It is imperative for team members to know when they should use brainstorming. Kelly
(1994: 15) outlines when teams should use brainstormingnamely when:
• determiningpossible causesand/or solutions to problems;
• planning the steps ofa team project;
• decidingproblems or improvement opportunities to workon;
• non routine decisions must be made that require special creativity; and
• the team wants to include all options.
Kelly (1994:16), on the otherhand, postulates the following steps for brainstorming:
Step 1 :
Step2 :
Step 3
Step4
Step 5 :
Step 6 :
prepare for the brainstorming / filteringsession;
determine the brainstorming method to use;
generate ideas;
create filters;
apply filters; and
wrap up the brainstorming/filtering session.
Kelly (1994:21) identifies filters as sets of criteria or constraints that help you to evaluate
alternatives. Filters are used to edit in or edit out choices. Cost, time, availability, fit,
customer impact and resistance to ideas versus acceptability and practicality are some of the
common filters.
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Brainstorming is a technique that needs time and if not managed properly can be time
consuming. The team-leader, who in most instances is the principal, must ensure that
members know what is expected of them within certain time limits. Heller (1998:24)
highlights the problem of the time-factor by pointing out that the more people are consulted,
however qualified they are to comment, the longer the decision-makingprocess will take.
The other technique that can be used in group decision-making is called the nominal group
technique.
2.4.4.2 Nominal group technique (NGT)
Kelly(1994:29) defines the Nominal Group Technique as a technique that combines aspects
of silent voting with limited discussion to help you build consensus and arrive at a team
decision. Lynch (1995:79) further states that creativity is encouraged by the interaction of
the group. The technique requires that all members of the group meet together, but each
individual member is required to work independently of the others.
Just like brainstorming, it is imperative for SMT's to know when to use NOT.
It should be used when:
• dealing with a sensitive, controversial, or prominent issue and you think contrary
opinionsand a myriad of details may paralyse the discussion;
• you want to ensure equalparticipation by all team members; and
• a team has identified the root cause of a problem, but identifyinga courseof action from
many alternatives is difficult.
Puth (1994:(16) identifies the following guidelines or ground rules that must be followed
when using the NOT:
• get each member to write down his or her ideas;
• collect ideas in a round-robin fashion, one at a time from each person;
• discuss each idea in tum;
• the group members privately select and rank priority ideas;
• report and discuss the selection; and
• take a final vote, possibly by individual rankings.
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Although the NOT method does not allow the generation of a variety of ideas, the technique
allows members to be creative and also allows members to participate in an orderly manner
unlike in brainstorming.
Having discussed the NOT technique, one needs to discuss the other technique namely the
Delphi technique, which can also be used in group decision- making
, 2.4.4.3 The Delphi technique
Frey and Barge (1997:368) define the Delphi method as a formal meeting procedure that
uses the input of nominal groups of experts to address specific problems. Lynch (1995:79)
points out that the key is a questionnaire or a series of questionnaires. Kelly (1994:45)
further states that the Delphi technique involves the solicitation and comparison of multiple
rounds of anonymous judgements from team members on a decision or problem.
SMT members need to know when to use the Delphi technique. The following guidelines
will help SMT members to decide when to use this method:
• you want the input of several team members while removing the "blazing effect" of
face-to-face contact;
• the team members are not in the same location;
• the decision requires all members to "buy into" the outcome and the evolution of that
outcome; and
• you want to avoid the effects of dominant individuals and peer pressure (Kelly, 1994:46).
Just like in Brainstorming and NOT, there are guidelines that could be followed in the
Delphi technique, Puth (1994: 115) explains them as follows:
• identify the broad question areas, prepare an open-ended questionnaire, and send it to
selected participants;
• analyse the responses, redraft a more specific questionnaire, and send it to the same
participants;
• tally the responses and narrow down the options;
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• send out ballots, listing possible decisions for multiple rankings. If necessary, repeat this
step until a decision is made; and then
• follow up with a report to all participants,
Although findings indicate that the Delphi technique had the highest quality decisions when
compared to NOT (Hirokawa & Poole, 1996:359) it is time consuming and complex and
does not require the group to meet together (Lynch, 1995:79). Furthermore it is expensive
as it requires mailing of questionnaires and also requires skills to interpret data. This
method may not be appropriate to be used by the SMT as some schools do not have
computer - literate people or SMT members who can design a questionnaire.
Having outlined the Delphi technique it is now imperative to discuss the next technique
namely the Consensus card method as outlined by Kelly (1995 :59).
2.4.4.4 Consensus card method
Using the Consensus card method, everyone in the group employs a visual aid to indicate
their position at any point in the discussion.
The visual aid, known as the consensus card, is made up of three pieces of coloured paper ...
each face of the card is a different colour - red, yellow, or green. Each colour signifies a
different vote as follows:
Red = I disagree and cannot commit to support the decision.
Yellow = I can live with the decision and commit to support it.
Green = I agree and commit to support the decision.
Consensus is reached when all team member cards are showing either green or yellow
(Kelly, 1994:59).
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The following are guidelines as mentioned by Kelly (1994:60), which will aid the group to
know when to choose the consensus card method:
• you need opinions voiced and presented in a face-to-face setting;
• discussing a complex issue that will elicit complicated and contradictory reactions and
opinions from the members of your team;
• you have not yet identified what options exist for a particular issue (for example the
discussion will be exploring new areas); and
• you need to bring potential "roadblocks" into the discussion and get immediate reactions
to those "roadblocks".
The SMT could use this method when faced with the above conditions. Kelly (ibid) also
suggest certain steps, which can be taken during consensus card method and they are as
follows:
Step 1:
Step 2:
Step 3:
Step 4:
define the issue and the goal;
prepare for the session;
present and discuss ideas; and
wrap up the consensus card method session.
In preparation for the consensus card method/session, three things need to be done namely,
setting of ground rules and a time frame, explaining the use and meaning of the consensus cards
and constructing the cards. The following are ground rules as outlined by Kelly (1994:62):
• team members must have a clear view ofall others and their consensus cards;
• the moderator recognises speakers and keeps the group from deadlocking;
• ask questions only when you are recognised; and
• feel free to make judgements, but be open-minded and listen to the judgements and
opinions of others.
At the end of the session all team members must display' green or yellow on their consensus
cards; indicating that consensus has been reached. TIle team leader should have reviewed
and determined that all members understand, accepts and support the ideas and their
implications. The list of the decisions made and agreed should have been compiled and no
one is angry.
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The SMT as a group could use this method to arrive at the anticipated goal as long as
consensus does not lead to groupthink (See Question B16, Annexure B). This is an ideal
technique as group member's opinions, usually differ unless there is greater cohesiveness in
the group that usually compromises the quality of decisions taken.
Another technique that can be used in group decision-making is paired - choice matrix.
2.4.4.5 Paired - choice matrix
The Paired-choice matrix allows teams to select from a number of alternatives working from
a list. You compare pairs of alternatives - until the comparison of pairs produces a single
solution (Kelly, 1994:73)
Paired - choice matrix can be used when:
• you need to divide a big decision into smaller, easier to manage decisions;
• you want an objective process to make sure each alternative gets fair and equal
consideration as part of a team decision; and
• the alternatives are relatively similar (Kelly, 1994:73).
Like in the other techniques steps must be followed during the paired-choice matrix session.
Kelly (1994:74) identifies the following steps namely:
Step 1:
Step 2:
Step 3:
Step 4:
Step 5:
Step 6:
identify the issue;
prepare the session;
make decisions between pairs;
tally scores ofpaired choices;
discuss and clarify results; and
wrap up the paired - choice matrix session.
The SMT can lise this method with brainstorming as ideas must be generated to have a list
of choices to choose from.
Having discussed the paired choice matrix yet another technique to be clarified is the
criteria rating technique.
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2.4.4.6 Criteria Rating Technique
Kelly (1994:85) defines the Criteria Rating Technique as a decision-making tool that teams
use to arrive at a choice between alternatives, using clearly defined criteria to make their
decisions.
The SMT needs to know when they can use this technique. (Kelly, 1994:86) outlines the
following guidelines:
• the team has to select from several alternatives and it is important to focus on why
choices are being made the way they are;
• you want to make sure the team makes the decision objectively (especially when there
are strong opinions involved);
• you want the team to arrive at a decision that members can support and be able to
communicate to others the rationale behind the decision (See Question B23, Annexure
B); and
• you need to make a decision based on a short list from a brainstorming/filtering or
paired-choice matrix session.
Kelly (1994:87) identifies the seven steps of the Criteria Rating Technique as follows:
Step 1:
Step 2:
Step 3:
Step 4:
Step 5:
Step 6:
Step 7:
start the session and list the alternatives;
brainstorm the decision criteria;
determine the relative importance ofeach criterion;
establish a rating scale, then rate the alternatives;
calculate the final score;
select the best alternative; and
wrap up the Criteria Rating Technique session.
This technique is based on decision criteria, which must be considered when engaged in this
technique, The criteria are usually based on areas of concern and may vary form one project
or problem to the other. Kelly (1994:90) identifies the following common categories for
selection criteria:
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• ease of implementation;
• lowest cost;
• ability to meet customer requirements;
• resource availability;
• lowest risk;
• fastest to implement; and
• long-term workability.
At the end of the session the group must come to an agreement on the best alternative. The
aim of the criteria rating technique is to build more objectivity into the decision-making
process. It also serves to build consensus while depersonalising individual contributions
(Kelly, 1994:97) (See Question B9, Annexure B).
The various group decision-making techniques have been outlined and it is up to the SMT to
decide which type of technique is to be used. What is of importance is for the group to
make an appropriate and effective decision.
Having defined group decision-making, discussed its advantages and disadvantages and
also, the different techniques, that can be used by groups to make effective decisions, it is
now important to look at School Management Teams (SMT's) in relation to group decision-
making.
2.5 SCHOOL MANAGEMENT TEAMS (SMT's)
Nathan (1996:22) refers to the SMT's as senior management teams and defines the SMT as
the executive group who give leadership to the school. They do the main planning,
determine the policies and carry out the daily management of the school under the
leadership and guidance of the head teacher. The SMT may also be referred to as a formal
team. Gerber, Nel & Van Dyk (1987:376) outline the composition of a formal team as
consisting of a manager and a number of sub-ordinates and the group as an entity is
permanent. In the South African context, as earlier indicated, the SMT comprises the
principal who is the manager and the deputies and the heads of departments who are the
sub-ordinates.
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This is indicative ofthe fact that with the present demands in education, the principal cannot
handle all the management tasks on his/her own but needs the assistance of his/her
immediate colleagues.
Nathan, (1996:26) points out that it is becoming increasingly impractical for anyone person
to encompass the diversity, and work necessary to manage and organise a secondary school
(See Question B3, Annexure B). This could be inferred to mean that principals need the
assistance of other SMT members to manage the school successfully. This issue of the
SMT does not only apply to secondary schools only but also to primary schools.
Although the SMT is deemed indispensable in management activities, there are criticisms
levelled against the SMT's and these are briefly elaborated.
2.5.1 Criticisms levelled against the SMT's
Although the SMT's main task is to promote efficient management, there have been some
discrepancies between how the teams should function and what its members actually do.
This has sparked criticisms from other members of the staff. Nathan (1996:23) highlights
some of the criticisms levelled against SMT's:
• under utilization ofteam members - too much free time and not enough to do;
• the work done by the senior teachers and deputies is not perceived as important by the
staff;
• the SMT are given trivial or administrative tasks which could be done by a clerical
assistant;
• they have no clear role;
• many of their responsibilities are very nebulous for example liaison with ... or oversight
of ... ' and so forth; and
• they fail to operate as a team.
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Apart from the criticisms indicated above there are problems that affect the SMT's that stem
from the principal. It is the principal who delegates what is to be done by the deputies and
the heads of departments. Nathan (1996:23) indicates that the head decides what she/he
delegates to the SMT, and in many cases the head teacher has retained the personal
management of initiatives, which could easily have been delegated to a deputy.
This reflects the head's lack of confidence in the abilities of hislher team members or a
desire not to lose direct contact with the staff. In some instances the principal does not
share vital information with the other members of the SMT. Sometimes it is simply the
reluctance to share power (Nathan, 1996:23).
Even though the problem might lie with the principal or a member within the SMT, the
image of the SMT is tarnished. If the SMT does not perform well, the management skills of
the principal are questioned. Nathan (1996:24) highlights that the head is the manager of the
SMT and enough evidence has now emerged to suggest that some SMT's are being poorly
managed. Nathan (1996:24) further states that too many teams are poorly managed,
because the head keeps all the real power for him/herself. They lack any cohesion and do
not function as a team at all because of a lack of proper leadership has resulted in the team
losing its sense of purpose and direction. Schermerhorn, Hunt and Osborn (Jerling,
1996:173) point out that people in a highly cohesive group value their membership and
strive to maintain positive relationship with other group members.
In order for the SMT to work as a team effectively the principal needs to have the following
management skills or personal qualities.
2.5.2 Management skills or personal qualities to lead a team
In order for the principal to be efficient in executing his/her duties as a leader of the team
he/she needs to have the following skills and qualities as outlined by (Nathan, 1996:24). A
good leader must have analytical ability so that he/she can be able to identify team needs
and .characteristics. He/she must have chairperson skills that he/she can be able to co-
ordinate activities, manage meetings, arbitrate and negotiate. The leader needs to have good
communication skills as he/she needs to share information clearly as the team needs full
information at all times.
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Transparency is also important. As a leader the principal must not do all the managerial
tasks alone but he/she needs to delegate power and by doing so he/she will be demonstrating
trust to others (See Question B3, Annexure B). In this way he/she will be able to recognise
and encourage talent or expertise in team members. The principal as the leader must also
have skills to develop and provide opportunities for the professional development of team
members.
Lastly the principal must have communication skills, that is he/she must be able to give a"
clear guidance and to be decisive when necessary. Adair (1983:5) further indicates that a
good leader evokes or draws forth leadership from the group. He works as a senior partner
with other members to achieve the task, build the team and meet individual needs.
Having discussed the management skills or personal qualities of a leader it is imperative to
discuss some of the problems that are encountered in teams.
2.5.3 Problems encountered in teams
As already indicated the principal is not the only person that contributes to the inefficiency
of the SMT; some members of the SMT could be the root cause of inefficiency and are
unable to adapt to change or are unable to apply management skills. Nathan (1996:26)
identifies the following problems that are most frequently encountered.
In a team you find members who lack flexibility, who are unable to adapt to change or to
new roles. In some instances there is a deputy who has been appointed beyond his/her
ability and therefore he/she is inefficient in executing his/her duties. In some cases there is a
problem of overlapping roles, there is no clear distinction of the roles played by the different
members.
Members of the team can be overloaded with tasks and problems that result in 'bum out'.
One other problem is that of historic appointments where for example the head of science is
a senior teacher but does not take a senior management role resulting in decisions taken on
his/her behalf. In most teams personality clashes between members of the team hinders the
effectiveness of the team. Some members of the team may lack loyalty that is having no
team spirit and therefore having no commitment towards the team. Lastly, jealousy can be a
problem in teams as a jealous member cannot contribute positively in a team and will
always undermine the ideas of those whom he/she despises.
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Harrington - Mackin (1994:22) further points out that the causes of team failure are due to
the fact that its structure is sometimes incompatible with the hierarchical organizational
structure. The way that the team is made up is not in line with the existing management
hierarchy. The failure can be attributed to the team lacking visible support and commitment
from top management. If the SMT exists but the principal on the other hand does not
recognise its existence, then the SMT will not be functional. As already mentioned earlier,
the failure can be due to team members lacking self-discipline and being unwilling to take
responsibility for their own behaviour and actions.
In some instances there are many members in the team and the team lacks the strong
structure necessary to deal with a large team. This is visible in large schools where the
principal lacks the necessary skills to manage the team. The failures can also be attributed
to the organisation having failed to use team efforts in any meaningful way. In most
instances the SMT make proposals that should be implemented but instead they are ignored
or simply refused. Lastly most members have received insufficient or no training. In some
schools new SMT members are insufficiently inducted, some have never received any
training to prepare them for their management positions. It is often a question of trial and
error on the part of the new SMT members.
Napier and Gershenfeld (1983:4) indicate that a problem arises when some people are asked
to make decisions only to find that higher power has already decided, and they experience
frustration of being patt of a "window" dressing". This leads to members being less likely to
look forward to a group experience, they are more likely to withhold their energies and
hopes. This problem is sometimes experienced by members of the SMT and they end up not
participating actively in group decision-making.
Having discussed the problems and failures encountered in teams it is rational to discuss the
strategies to curb problems in teams.
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2.5.4 Strategies to curb problems in teams
Nathan (1996:28) suggests the following strategies that can be applied to rectify the above-
mentioned problems.
Firstly, the responsibilities of the members of the team must be redefined but care must be
taken when applying this strategy as grievances may be lodged against the principal for
forcing deputies or heads of departments to change duties against their will.
Secondly, pressure must be applied in a form of tough measures against individuals to force
an incompatible member of the team to either co-operate or retire from the team early.
Thirdly, a team member can be seconded especially the jealous members could be sent to
attend a course or to further their studies. Fourthly, providing training in the form of short
courses to raise awareness especially for those who lack the right experience or technical
knowledge but are capable of being developed. Lastly, advisers or industrial consultants
can be used as mediators and facilitators.
Having outlined the strategies to curb problems in teams it is imperative to discuss the
characteristics of effective teams.
2.5.5 Characteristics of effective teams
Having outlined the problems encountered in teams and strategies to overcome this problem
it is important to look at what makes an effective or successful team. Guzzo, et al. (1995:3)
indicates that team members must interact by way of exchanging information, sharing
resources, and co-ordinating with and reacting to one another in the course of accomplishing
the group task. Heller (1998:6) points out that all successful teams demonstrate the same
fundamental features: strong and effective leadership, making informed decisions and the
ability to act quickly upon these decisions; communicating freely, (See Question B12,
Annexure B) mastering the requisite skills and techniques to fulfil the project at hand and
providing clear targets for the team to work towards. Hackett and Martin (1993:84) in their
concluding remarks indicate that effective teams do not just happen but become productive
teams only when there is a commitment to the facilitative process. This process requires
organization, planning and a multitude of skills.
-36-
Harrington-Mackin (1994:21) point out the following key components are present in
productive teams: Team goals are as important as individual goals, members are able to
recognise when a personal agenda is interfering with the team's direction. The team
understands the goals and is committed to achieving them and everyone is willing to shift
responsibilities. For a team to be productive, the team climate must be comfortable and
informal, people should feel empowered and individual competitiveness is inappropriate.
Team members must be respectful, open-minded, and the level of collaboration must be
high. Members should seek win/win solutions and build on each others ideas. In a team
trust replaces fear, and people feel comfortable when facing risks, direct eye contact and
spontaneous expression are present. Members of the SMT must not fear victimisation when
engaged in discussion processes.
Team members must regard conflicts and differences of opinions as opportunities to explore
new ideas and the emphasis must be on finding common ground for the team to improve
itself (See Question B28, Annexure B). It must constantly examine its procedures,
processes, practices,and experimenting with change. What might have workeda month ago
may not be applicable today.
In a team, leadership must be rotated and no one person must be allowed to dominate. The
principal must allow other members of the team, for instance, to chair the meetings. During
meetings decisions are made by consensus and must have the acceptance and support of
members.
To addto the above characteristics, Owen (1996:27-29) also points out that the team should
be more than just a group of individuals workingtogether. There must be teamwork, which
has a synergistic effect in that the individuals working together achieve more than they
could alone. Owen (ibid) further states that to achieve the stated goal the effort of everyone
is required which results in effective teamwork. The main aim of effective teamwork is to
make the team objective more exciting and important than personal interests or the interests
of those they represent; and finally, a team must have a 'feel' about it, a sort of ' teamness'.
Members should be open and direct with each other, without anyone feeling personally
'attacked'. Mistakes should be openly discussed and seen as opportunities to leam and
develop.
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Fisher and Ellis (1990: 187) point out that criticism and conflict are typical norms of a
cohesive group or team. Senge (Fullan, 1993:71) when defining the new work of the
principal and the teacher, points out that the individual and the group must co-exist in
dynamic tension. No situation that is based either on widespread individual autonomy or on
group consensus will be functional. There must be a constant give and take between the
individual and the group.
For the SMT to work as a team, it must have a common objective shared by all members.
All members must work hard in order to achieve the expected goal. Members must be free
to voice their dissatisfaction without fear of being victimised and at the same time avoiding
hurting fellow team members by personalizing issues instead of addressing issues at stake.
The SMT must celebrate their successes and accept their failures and differences instead of
blaming each other.
2.6 CONCLUSION
Group decision-making is an important tool that the SMT can use when they are faced with
situations where they have to make a rational decision. The SMT's therefore need to be
familiar with the different techniques and be able to use the technique/s suitable to the
context they find themselves in and the type of problem at hand. The SMT's need to know
how to handle themselves as a team and as members within a team.
Having completed the literature review on decision-making, group decision-making and
perception, the next chapter will focus on the research design methodology, data collection,
distribution and collection of questionnaires and limitations to this study.
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CHAPTER THREE
3.1 INTRODUCTION
This chapter will focus on the discussion of the research design, methodology and the
instrument which was used to investigate the research problem and ways in which data was
collected, distribution and collection ofquestionnaires and limitations to this study.
,3.2 THE RESEARCH DESIGN
McMillan and Schumacher (1993: 155) define a research design as a plan for selecting
subjects, research sites and data collection procedures to answer research questions.
Wiersma (Mafora, 1999:91) defines a research design as a plan or strategy for conducting
~_._---_._----._----
research which deals with matters like selecting participants for the research and preparing
data collection. Giddens (1993:677) further defines a research design as how one is going to
collect the information needed. Nachmias and Nachmias (1992:98) also define research as a
"blueprint" that enables the investigator to come up with solutions to these problems. It is a
logical model of proof that guides the investigator in the various steps of research. For the
purpose of this study, a quantitative research design was used. The research design will be
briefly discussed.
3.2.1 Quantitative research
According to Bums and Grove (1993 :27) quantitative research is a formal, objective,
systematic recommendation in improving Management Teams (SMT's). Du Plooy
(1995:32) further defines quantitative research as largely empirical or experimental and, as
its name suggests, is based on the measurement of quantity or amount. For example, it may
be used to find out how many principals attended a workshop on group decision-making.
Having briefly outlined the research design, a discussion on the subjects for the study will
follow.
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3.2.2 Subjects of the study
McMillan and Schumacher (1993: 159) refers to subjects as individuals who participate in
the study. It is from them that data is collected. The subjects for this study will be principals
in Gauteng from both secondary and primary schools. The sample, which was the principals,
was selected from a population of principals in Gauteng and the subjects for the study was
drawn from this sample. Having discussed the subjects of the study it is imperative to
discuss the sampling method to be used.
3.2.3 Sampling method
Among the several sampling methods available, simple random sampling and cluster
sampling were methods used to draw a representative, or unbiased sample from a population
(McMillan & Schumacher 1993:160). The methods will be outlined as follows.
3.2.3.1 Simple random sampling
McMillan and Schumacher (1993:161) and Walizer and Wienier (1978:433) define simple
random sampling as a method whereby subjects are selected from the population so that all
members have the same probability of being selected. Each member of the population is
assigned a number and then the numbers comprising the sample are randomly drawn.
3.2.3.2 Cluster sampling
McMillan and Schumacher (1993:163) state that in cluster sampling, the researcher
identifies convenient, naturally occurring group units, such as neighbourhoods, schools,
districts or regions, not individual subjects, and then randomly selects some of these units
for the study. De Vos (1998:197) and Nel, Radel and Loubser (1990:297) highlight the
advantages of cluster sampling as concentrating on the field of study in a specific section of
the greater geographical area and thereby saving costs and time. The researcher must also
attempt to retain areas, which are naturally grouped together such as suburbs or street
blocks. Using the above-advantages, the following districts were chosen: Dl, D3 and D4 as
they are found in the same geographical area in Gauteng. Principals were randomly selected
from these districts to act as respondents. These areas lie in and around Pretoria. The sample
size will now be elucidated.
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3.2.4 Sample size
According to McMillan and Schumacher (1993: 163) sample size refers to the number of
subjects in a study. The sample size should also use the largest number of respondents
possible. For the sake of this research a sample of three hundred subjects was chosen out of
the three districts. The research instrument used to collect the data was a structured
questionnaire.
3.2.5 Research instrument
A structured questionnaire was chosen as a research instrument to gather information.
McMillan and Schumacher (1993:238) view a questionnaire as relatively economical, it has
standardized questions and can ensure anonymity that is composed of questions written for
specific purposes. A structured questionnaire comprising closed-ended items was used to
obtain the perceptions of principals on group decision-making. The questionnaire had two
sections namely, Section A and Section B.
Section A covered the personal and general information of respondents. This included
personal particulars of respondents such as gender, age group, experience, particulars of the
schools and of respondents such as medium of instruction, type and category of the school.
Section B comprised questions designed to obtain the perception of principals on group
decision-making in the Pretoria region of the Gauteng Province. Having discussed the
questionnaire as a data-collecting instrument, the technique used in obtaining data is briefly
investigated.
3.2.6 Scaling technique
For the purpose of this study, the Likert scale was used (see table 3.2). A Likert scale is one
in which the stem includes a value or direction and the respondents indicates agreement or
disagreement with the statement (McMillan and Schumacher, 1995:244 and Bailey,
1982:365).
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The respondents were to indicate on a five point scale, the extent to which they agree or
disagree with the statements provided. The scale provided five response alternatives
presented for each question on an equal interval scale ranging from 1 to 5. The equal
interval scale is represented below:
Strongly disagree~ Strongly agree
Figure 3.1 The format ofthe equal interval scale used in the research
The equal interval scale has the advantage of making provision for responses, which are
moderate, and those that are neutral. This narrows the chances of the respondent leaving the
item blank. Having discussed the technique used it is important to discuss the validity and
reliability of the questionnaire.
3.2.7 Validity and reliability
Validity refers to the extent to which a test measures what we actually wish to measure.
Cooper and Schindler (1998:167) refer to validity as the extent to which differences found
with a measuring tool reflect true differences among respondents being tested. McMillan
and Schumacher (1993: 167) further define validity as a judgement of the appropriateness of
a measure for specific inferences or decisions that result from scores that are generated.
Methods of judging validity include content validity, predictive validity, construct validity,
concurrent validity and criterion-related validity (Cooper & Schindler, 1998:167).
For the purpose of the study, content validity was used and verified by comparing the
content of the measurement technique to the known literature on the topic and va1iditating
the fact that the topic represents the literature adequately. This was done by sending the
questionnaire to the promoter and the Statistical Consulting Service at the Rand Afrikaans
University for expert scrutiny and modification.
Reliability refers to the consistency of measurement, the extent to which the results are
similar over different forms of the same instrument or occasions of data collecting (Me
Millan and Schumacher, 1993:227). Hara1ambos and Holborn (1991:721) further indicate
that quantitative methods are seen to provide greater reliability as they usually produce
standardised data in a statistical form. For the purpose of this study, the Cronbach Alpha
reliability coefficient was calculated to investigate reliability. A high Cronbach Alpha
reliability coefficient of 0,9274 was obtained.
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Having discussed the validity and reliability of the research instrument, the distribution and
collection of questionnaires will be discussed.
3.3 DISTRIBUTION AND COLLECTION OF QUESTIONNAIRES
A letter seeking permission for the study was personally delivered together with the sample
of questionnaires to the directors of districts, which were selected for the study (see
annexure A). A questionnaire and proposal were sent to the Gauteng Department of
Education Research unit for further perusal and approval.
Three hundred questionnaires were sent to principals at selected schools in Districts D1, D3
and D4 by means of the field post that is - they were hand delivered by personnel from afore-
mentioned districts. See table 3.1.
Table 3.1 Distribution of questionnaires to the different districts
DISTRICT NO. OF NO. OF PERCENTAGE OF
QUESTIONNAIRES QUESTIONNARES QUESTIONNAIRE
ISSUED RETURNED SRETURNED
Dl 50 35 70%
D3 100 37 37%
D4 'ISO 126 84%
TOTAL 300 198 66%
Of the 300 questionnaires distributed, sixty six percent (198) questionnaires were returned
that were collected by the researcher and her assistant from the seventh day after
distribution. Some respondents preferred to mail the questionnaires back to the researcher
using the provided address. Collection of questionnaires was completed three weeks after
the initial distribution.
Having discussed the distribution and collection of the questionnaires, the limitations of the
study will be discussed.
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3.4 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
McMillan and Schumacher (1993:572) state that limitations help in the subsequent
interpretation of the result.
There was a delay in granting permission to conduct this study. It took the Gauteng
Department of Education (GDE) a total of seven months to grant permission for the
research. There seems to be a lack of co-ordination between the different research units at
district levels and at provincial level.
Furthermore, there are no clear requirements on what is expected from the researcher for
instance, a proposal was sought from the researcher while the forms provided sought only
the signature of the promoter (See Annexure C).
The sparse locality of the districts placed a financial strain on the researcher and hence it
was difficult to visit or to phone all the 300 schools involved.
Of the 300 questionnaires distributed only 198 questionnaires were returned. In most
instances principals responded after they have been reminded telephonically or after the
second questionnaires were send. An assumption can be made that some principals do not
like to complete questionnaires, probably the result of severely limited time constraints.
3.5 CONCLUSION
In this chapter the research design was discussed. Subjects for the research were identified
and procedures for their selection were discussed. The instrument to gather data and the
procedure to distribute and collect data were outlined. Lastly the limitations of the study
were acknowledged.
In chapter four, the factor analysis will be discussed and a detailed comparative analysis of
data collected through the questionnaires will be conducted.
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CHAPTER FOUR
THE ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF A SELECTED SAMPLE OF THE
EMPIRICAL DATA
4.1 INTRODUCTION
In chapter three the focus was on the research design, the research instrument as well as the
validity and reliability of the measuring instrument. In this chapter, data obtained from the
respondents will be presented and empirically analysed. The questionnaire consisted of
section A and B. Data in these sections will be analysed in terms of two independent
groups and those with three or more, independent groups. The following aspects will
receive attention:
• a discussion of the factors involved;
• a comparison of two independent groups by stating the appropriate hypotheses and
analysing the data via univariate statistical tests;
• a comparison of three or more independent groups by stating the appropriate
hypotheses and analysing the data via univariate statistical tests;
• a discussion of the differences between the mean scores of the independent variables; and
• a conclusion.
The questions and their responses in Section B of the questionnaire were subjected to
factor analysis and this procedure will now be discussed.
4.2 FACTOR ANALYSIS
This is a technique whereby a large number of items are correlated to determine whether a
smaller number of variables (factors) may be present and are able to convey the same
information as the larger number of variables (Borg, Gall and Gall, 1993:269). Cooper
and Schindler, (1998:597) also state that the technique has the objective of reducing to a
manageable number many variables that belong together and have overlapping
measurement characteristics.
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In this research 30 items were designed to obtain data on group decision-making (See
Appendix B). First and second order factor analytic procedures were performed on the 30
items. The 30 items were reduced to 26 items during analysis in an effort to improve the
reliability of the factor. The second order factor analysis produced one factor with 26 items
that was named group decision-making. It had a Cronbach Alpha reliability co-efficient of
0,927. The 26 items can thus be regarded as one scale with a maximum value of 26 x 5 =
130 and a minimum scale of 26 x 1 = 26. As the mean scores in the table are presented in
terms of this new scale the following representation will facilitate understanding:
Strongly disagree 1
26
2
52
3 4 5 Strongly agree
t<X26)
78 104 130
Factor mean scores above 91 would thus indicate that respondents tend towards agreeing
with the factor and factor mean scores below 65 would indicate a tendency towards
disagreement by respondents.
Having discussed the factor analysis, the statistical analysis will now follow beginning
with the stating ofhypotheses.
4.3 HYPOTHESES
Hypotheses for the single second order factor namely, group decision-making were
formulated in respect of all the independent groups. The comparison of the mean scores of
two independent groups will now follow.
4.3.1 Comparison of the mean scores of two independent groups
At the univariate level two groups were compared for possible statistically significant
differences by means of the Student t-test. The t-test is used to determine whether the
observed difference between the mean scores of two groups on a measure is likely to have
occurred by chance or whether it reflects a true difference in the mean scores represented
by the two groups (Bums, 2000:294). McMillan and Schumacher (1993:345) define the
Student t-test as the most common statistical procedure for determining the level of
significance when two means are compared.
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Following is a discussion on possible differences between pairs of independent groups, as
were identified from the questionnaire data used in this research. Possible differences
between perceptions of female and male educators in respect of group decision-making will
now be discussed.
4.3.1.1 Differences between the perceptions of females and males relative to group
decision-making
TABLE 4.1 HYPOTHESES WITH MALE AND FEMALE RESPONDENTS AS
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE
DIMENSION VARIABLE SYMBOL DISCRIPTION TEST
Differences at the Gender of Hot There is statistically no Student
univariate level respondents significant difference between t-test
the mean scores of males and
females in respect of group
decision-making
Hat There is statistically a
significant difference between
the mean scores of males and
females in respect of group
decision-making
TABLE 4.2 SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MALES AND
FEMALES IN RESPECT OF THE GROUP DECISION-MAKING FACTOR
FACTOR GROUP FACTOR MEAN STUDENT t-test
(p-value)
Group decision- Males 101,14 0,130
making Females 97,24
N (Males) = 112
N (Females) = 68
** Statistically significant at the 1% level (p less than 0,01)
* Statistically significant at the 5% level (p greater than 0,01 but less than 0,05)
I
-47-
Table 4.2 indicates that, according to the perceptions of principals there is statistically
no significant difference between the mean scores of male and female principals on
group decision-making (p=0,130). Hot is supported and the alternative hypotheses
Hat rejected.
From the tables it can however be inferred that both male and female principals agree
with group decision-making. However, male principals agree to a greater extent with
group decision-making than their female counterparts. This can be due to the fact that
among males there is a lack of trust among the members of the school management
team as consulting and discussing certain issues for them possibly indicates a measure
of management inadequacy.
The next independent variable relates to the educator organisations as they may have
an effect on the principal's perception on group decision-making.
4.3.1.2 Differences between educator organisations relative to group decision-making.
TABLE 4.3 HYPOTHESES WITH EDUCATIOR ORGANISATION AS INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE
DIMENSION VARIABLE SYMBOL DISCRIPTION TEST
Differences at the Educator Hot There is statistically no Student
univariate level organisation significant difference between the t-test
mean scores of SADTU members
and other Unions in respect of
group decision-making.
Hat There is statistically a significant
difference between the mean
scores of SADTU members and
other Unions in respect of group
decision-making.
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TABLE 4.4 SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN SADTU AND
OTHER TEACHER ORGANISATIONS IN RESPECT OF GROUP
DECISION-MAKING
FACTOR GROUP FACTOR MEAN STUDENT t-test
(p-value)
Group decision- SADTU 96,31
0,011**
making Other 102,56
**
*
Statistically significant at the 1% level (p<O,O I)
Statistically significant at the 5% level (p>0,01 but <0,05)
Table 4.4 reveals that there is a statistically significant difference in the perceptions of
principals belonging to SADTU and principals belonging to other unions (p=O,OII).
Principals belonging to other unions agree to a greater extent with the factor group
decision-making than principals belonging to SADTU. This finding seems strange as
SADTU members are well known for their strong affiliation to the Congress of South
African Trade Union (COSATU) and for their willingness to mobilise members when
strike action seems imminent. Possibly this factor contains items more relevant to
professional decision-making in the context of school management and hence
principals belonging to the less militant and more professional unions agree to a
greater extent with this factor.
The next independent variable relates to the commitment of principals to group
decision-making.
4.3.1.3 Differences between the perception of principals based on their commitment to
group decision-making
TABLE 4.5 HYPOTHESES WITH COMMITMENT OF PRINCIPALS TO
GROUP DECISION-MAKING AS THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLE
DIMENSION VARIABLE SYMBOL DISCRIPTION TEST
Differences at the Commitment Hot There is statisticallyno significant difference Student
univariate level of principals between the mean scores of excellent/average and t-test
Group decision- poor principalcommitmentgroups in respect of
making groupdecision-making.
Hat There is statisticallya significant difference
between the mean scores of excellent/average and
poor principal commitmentgroupsin respect of
group decision-making.
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TABLE 4.6 SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE FACTOR MEAN SCORES
BETWEEN THE COMMITMENT TO GROUP DECISION-MAKING GROUPS.
FACTOR GROUP FACTOR MEAN STUDENT t-test
(p-value)
Group decision-making Excellent/Average 107,60
0,000*
Poor 95,26
** Statistically significant at the I% level (p < 0,01).
Table 4.6 reflects that there is a statistically significant difference (p=0,000) between the
factor mean scores of the commitment to decision-making groups. In this case Hot will be
rejected in favour of Hat. It seems logical that principals who have the perception that their
commitment to group decision-making is excellent to average should agree to a greater extent
with this factor than those principals with a poor commitment to group decision-making.
The above discussion focused on the comparison of the factor mean score of two independent
groups. The following discussion will,deal with the comparison of the factor mean scores of
three or more independent groups and the discussion will commence with a brief introduction
ofhow three or more independent groups can be compared.
4.3.2 Comparison of three or more independent groups
In respect of three or more independent groups univariate differences were investigated by
means of ANOVA (analysis of variance) in respect of group decision-making. The purpose
of ANOVA is to decide whether the differences between samples is simply due to chance
(sampling error) or whether they are systematic treatment effects that have caused scores in
one group to be different from scores in another group (Bums, 2000:294). The mean scale
scores are compared and should any differences be revealed at this level then the Dunnett T3
test or the Scheffe tests are used to determine which of the pairs differ from one another. The
Levene test, an advanced form of the Student t-test, may also be used to establish the
homogeneity of variance. If the homogeneity of variance on the Levene test is more than 0,05
(p>0,05), then the Scheffe test is used to establish possible differences between pairs. In the
event that the homogeneity of variance is less than 0,05 (p<0,05), then the Dunnett T3 test is
used to investigate possible differences between the var~ous pairs.
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The following discussionis based on comparisons of three or more independent groups.
4.3.2.1 Differences between the perceptions of respondents based on their mother tongue
relative to group decision-making
TABLE 4.7 HYPOTHESES WITH MOTHER TONGUE AS THE INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE
DIMENSION VARIABLE SYMBOL DISCRIPTION TEST
Differences at the Mother HoA The mean scores of the four mother ANOVA
univariate level Tongue tongue groups do not differ in a
statisticallysignificantway from one
another in respect of groupdecision-
making
HaA The mean scores of the four mother
tongue groups do differ in a
statisticallysignificantway from one
another in respectofgroupdecision-
making
Pair-wise Mother HoD The mean scoresof the fourmother
differences tongue tongue groupsdo not differ in a
statisticallysignificant wayfrom one
another when they are compared
pair-wise in respect of group
decision-making
HaD The mean scores of the fourmother
tongue groupsdiffer in a statistically
significantway from one another
when they are comparedpair-wise in
respect of group decision-making
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TABLE 4.8 SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MOTHER TONGUE OF THE
RESPONDENTS REGARDING GROUP DECISION-MAKING
FACTOR GROUP FACTOR ANOVA DUNETTT3
MEAN (p-value) A B C D
A 112,73 A
.> ** **
B 110,18 B ~ ** **0,000*
C 94,85 C ** **
.>
D 97,92 D ** **
Group A = Afrikaans N = 26
B English N = 11
C = Sotho N = 82
D = Nguni N 66
** Statistically significant at the ,1 % level (p<O,Ol)
* Statistically significant at the 5% level (p>O,Ol but p<0,05)
Using table 4.8 an inference can be made that there is statistically a significant difference
(p=O,OOO) between the mean scores of the four mother tongue groups A, B, C and D at the
single variable level in respect of group decision-making. The null hypothesis HoA is thus
rejected at the 1% level and the alternative hypothesis HaA is accepted. Thus pair-wise
comparison is necessary.
The following conclusions can be made regarding the pair-wise comparisons:
• there is statistically a significant difference at the 1% level when the four mother tongue
groups are compared one with another as indicated in Table 4.8;
• the English and Afrikaans speaking respondents have the highest factor mean score and
they differ statistically significantly at the 1% level from the Nguni and Sotho mother-
tongue groups. The Afrikaans mother-tongue group, followed closely by the English
mother tongue group, regard group decision-making as important as they agree with the
factor. This can possibly be attributed to the fact that ex Model C schools which are
predominantly headed by either Afrikaans or English speaking principals have long been
exposed to group decision-making and its efficiency of group decision-making as
compared to their Nguni and Sotho speaking counterparts who were in charge of ex-DET
schools, has had more time to mature to more efficient levels.
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Before the introduction of school governing bodies and school management teams, the
principal was often the sole decision-maker in the school. The issue of consultation with
colleagues was often regarded as inefficiency in the ex-DET schools, while in the ex Model
C schools consultation was regarded as a routine procedure to promote efficiency: In the
African context a man is head of the family and must be able to make sole decisions and not
in consultation with the other members of the family. He decides what is right or wrong for
the family; and so it may also be in the context of the school.
The next to be presented are hypotheses and tests based on the age groups of respondents.
4.3.2.2 Differences between the perceptions of respondents based on their age groups relative
to group decision-making.
TABLE 4.9 HYPOTHESES WITH AGE GROUPS AS THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLE
DIMENSION VARIABLE SYMBOL DISCRIPTION TEST
HoA The mean scale scores of the three age
groupsdo not differ in a statistically ANOVA I
Differences at the
significant way from one another in
univariate level
respect of group decision-making
Age Groups HaA The mean scale scores of the three age
groupsdiffer in a statistically
significantway from one another in
respect of group decision-making
HoS The mean scores of the three age Scheffe
groupsdo not differ in a statistically
significantway from one another
when compared pair-wisein respectof
Pair-wise group decision-making
differences HaS The mean scores of the three age
groupsdiffer in a statistically
significant way from one another
whencompared pair-wise in respectof
groupdecision-making
-53-
TABLE 4.10 SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN RESPONDENT'S AGE
GROUPS REGARDING GROUP DECISION-MAKING
FACTOR GROUP FACTOR MEAN ANOVA (p-value)
A 97,65
Group decision-making B 100,48 0,556
C 100,40
Group
Group
Group
A = 26 - 39 years N = 57
B = 40 - 49 years N = 80
C = 50 + years N = 47
**
*
Statistically significant at the 1% level (p<0,01)
Statistically significant at the 5% level (p>O,OI but p<0,05)
Using table 4.10 the deduction can be made that there is statistically no significant
difference (p=0,556) between the mean scores of the three age groups A, Band C in
respect of group decision-making. The null hypotheses HoA thus cannot be rejected.
Thus pair-wise comparison is not necessary as there is statistically no significant
difference between the mean scores of the three age groups (p>0,05) at the univariate
level.
The following hypotheses will be based on the teaching experience groups of the
respondents:
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Group A = 4 - 15 years N = 76
Group B = 16 - 25 years N = 63
Group C = 26 + years N = 44
**
*
Statistically significant at the 1% level (p<O,Ol)
Statistically significant at the 5% level (p>O,Ol but p<O,05)
Using table 4.12 the inference can be made that there is statistically significant
difference (p=O,OO 1) between the mean scores of the three teaching experience groups
A, Band C in respect of group decision-making. The null hypotheses RoA is thus
rejected and the alternative hypotheses RaA is accepted.
Regarding the pair-wise comparison of groups the following conclusions can be made:
• there is statistically a significant difference at the 1% level when one teaching
experience group is compared with another (p=O,OO 1);
• respondents who fall within the 4 - 15 year age group has the lower mean score in
comparison with the other groups. This could be due to high expectations that the
educators had when initially occupying these promotional posts only to find that
there is no adequate support from the department in the form of induction or regular
training of new principals with respect to group decision-making;
• respondents who fall within the 16 - 25 years teaching experience group had a
relatively high mean score and are of the opinion that group decision-making is
important as they agree with it. They probably see .the importance of consultation
and collaboration with other members of the School Management Team (SMT).
Through their experience they may have realised the importance of sharing ideas
and selecting a solution from a number ofalternatives; and
• the group with 26 years or more experience also consider group decision-making to
be important as they have the highest mean Score. It is possible that this group may
have experienced a movement away from the past management system whereby the
principal was the sole decision-maker. Presently the school management teams have
to be brought on board to allow for group decision-making. This group of principals
may thus have experienced the flaws of "sale management" and have probably
acclimatized to group decision-making. They probably find group decision-making
to be suitable for the daily demands of management within the school. They
probably have the latitude to consult on issues that are unpredictable in nature. They
also possibly have the experience to realise that in today's turbulent management
world that it is virtually impossible to manage alone.
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The following hypotheses will be based on the qualifications of the respondents.
4.3.2.4 Differences between the perceptions of respondents based on the qualifications of the
various groups relative to group decision-making
TABLE 4.13 HYPOTHESES WITH QUALIFICATIONS AS THE
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE
DIMENSION VARIABLE SYMBOL DISCRIPTION TEST
HoA The mean scale scores ofthe three
qualification groups do not differ in a
statistically significant way from one
Differences at the
another in respect of group decision-
univariate level Qualifications
making
ANOVA
HaA The mean scale scores of the three
qualification groups differ in a
statistically significant way from one
another in respect of group decision-
making
HoS The mean scores of the three
qualification groups do not differ in a
statistically significant way from one
another when compared pair-wise in
Pair-wise respect of group decision-making
Scheffe
differences HaS The mean scores of the three
qualification groups differ in a
statistically significant way from one
another when compared pair-wise in
respect of group decision-making
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TABLE 4.14 SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE THREE QUALIFICATION
GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS REGARDING GROUP DECISION-MAKING
FACTOR GROUP FACTOR ANOVA SCHEFFe
MEAN (p-value) A B C
Group A 105,34 A
.> **
decision- B 95,11 0,001 ** B ** ~ *
making C 103,10 C * ~
Group A = Grade 12/Post school diploma teachers diploma+ FDE
Group B = Bachelorsdegree + teachers diploma
Group C Post graduate
N = 38
N = 96
N = 50
*
**
Statisticallysignificant at the I% level (p < 0,0I)
Statisticallysignificant at the 5% level (p> 0,01 but < 0,05)
Using Table 4.14 it can be seen that the mean scale score of the three educational
qualification groups A, Band C differ with respect to group decision-making in a
statistically significant way (p=O,OO 1). The null hypothesis HoA is thus rejected and
the alternativehypothesis HaA is accepted.
Regarding pair-wisecomparisons of groupsthe following conclusions can be made:
• There is a statistically significant difference at the I% level when the mean scores
of the various educational qualification groups are compared with one another as
indicated in Table 4.14.
• The respondents who fall under group A have the highest mean score and
therefore agree to the greatest extent with group decision-making. These
respondents have lower qualifications as compared to other principals. They
probably consider themselves less competent to make independentdecisions or to
handle situationswithout the assistance of the SMT.
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This group of principals may only operate with confidence relative to programmed
decisions, which are made by consulting set rules, regulations and procedures. They may
not be able to deal with problems that are unstructured in nature and which are unique as
these type of problems do not have established procedures for handling such problems.
• The respondents falling under group C are principals who are well qualified. Although
they may in most instances be viewed as the most critical group, in this instance they
support the issue of group decision-making. This can be attributed to the fact that
principals on this level believe that they understand what group decision-making is all
about and they are not afraid to engage other SMT members to make non-programmed
decisions. This group probably know that communication and understanding are
increased within the SMT when group decision-making is used and increases the
likelihood of future decisions being supported and accepted.
• The respondents in group B have the lowest mean score. They do not agree to the same
extent with group decision-making as the other groups do. They may be of the opinion
that they are self sufficient and do not need the knowledge and expertise of other SMT
members. They possibly feel that they can rely on their own knowledge gained through
further studies and experience. They may view group decision-making within the SMT as
a waste of valuable management time.
The next independent groups to be discussed relate to the language of instruction.
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4.3. Differences between the perceptions of respondents based on the language of
instruction of the respondents relative to group decision-making.
TABLE 4.15 HYPOTHESES WITH LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION AS THE
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE
DIMENSION VARIABLE SYMBOL DISCRIPTION TEST
Differences at the Language of HoA' The mean scale scores of the three
univariate level Instruction language of instruction groups do not ANOYA
differ in a statistically significant way
from one another in respect of group
decision-making
HaA The mean scale scores of the three
language of instruction groups differ
in a statistically significant way from
one another in respect of group
decision-making
Pair-wise HoD The mean scores of the three language Dunett
differences of instruction do not differ in a T3
statistically significant way from one
another when compared pair-wise in
respect of group decision-making
HaD The mean scores of the three language
of instruction groups differ in a
statistically significant way from one
another when compared pair-wise in
respect of group decision-making
TABLE 4.16SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN LANGUAGE OF
INSTRUCTION OF RESPONDENTS REGARDING GROUP DECISION-
MAKING
FACTOR GROUP FACTOR ANOVA DUNETTT3
MEAN (p-value) A B C
Group A 105,34 A ~ **
decision- B 95,11 0,001 ** B ** ~ **
making C 103,10 C ** ~
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Group A Afrikaans N = 16
GroupB = English N = 151
Group C = Double/Parallel N = 17
**
*
Statistically significant at the 1% level (p<O,Ol)
Statistically significant at the 5% level (p>O,Ol but p<0,05)
Using Table 4.15 it can be said that there is a statistically significant difference at 1%
level (p=O,OOO) between the mean scores of the three medium of instruction groups.
The null hypothesis HoA is thus rejected and the alternative HaA is accepted.
Regarding pair-wise comparisons of groups the following conclusions can be made:
• The respondents who are principals in Afrikaans medium schools have the highest
mean score and agree to the greatest extent with group decision-making. These
schools have predominately white Afrikaans speaking principals and SMT's. They
share the same beliefs and have trust amongst each other as they share the same
cultural background.
• The respondents who are principals in double and parallel schools have the second
highest mean score and also agree that group decision-making is important. The
double or parallel medium schools were in the past exclusively Afrikaans or
English schools and became double or parallel medium schools when other race
groups were admitted to these schools. The principals probably consult with the
SMT's on unstructured problems that they may come across on a regular basis to
make sure that they make appropriate decisions lest they be accused of bias,
racism or prejudice.
• The English medium schools show a statistically significant difference when
compared to the double medium and Afrikaans language of instruction groups.
These schools comprise schools from the disadvantaged township and farm
schools and some former ex model C schools. This group of principals have the
lowest mean score and agree to the smallest extent with group decision-making.
This could possibly be attributed to the fact that most disadvantaged school
principals are not skilled in handling group decision making within the SMT.
Some may view group decision-making as a way of inefficiency, which means
that the principal is unable to make decisions on his/her own and he/she may
hence be viewed as being incompetent by the other SMT members.
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The next to be presented are hypotheses and tests with Districts as the independent variable.
4.3.2.6Differences between the perceptions of respondents based on the district groups relative
to group decision-making.
TABLE 4.17 HYPOTHESES WITH DISTRICTS AS THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLE
DIMENSION VARIABLE SYMBOL DISCRIPTION TEST
Differences at the District HoA The mean scale scores of the three
univariate level district groups do not differ in a ANOVA
statistically significant way from one
another in respect of group decision-
making
HaA The mean scale scores of the three
district groups differ in a statistically
significant way from one another in
respect of group decision-making
Pair-wise HoD The mean scores of the three district Dunett
differences groups do not differ in a statistically T3
significant way from one another
when compared pair-wise in respect of
group decision-making
HaD The mean scores of the three district
groups differ in a statistically
significant way from one another
when compared pair-wise in respect of
group decision-making
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TABLE 4.18 SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE THREE DISTRICT
GROUPS REGARDING GROUP DECISION-MAKING
FACTOR GROUP FACTOR ANOVA DUNETTT3
MEAN (P-value) A B C
Group A 106,30 A ~ **
decision- B 104,17 0,001 B I~ *
making C 95,95 C ** *
.z>
Group A
Group B
Group C
= DI N = 30
D3 N = 35
= D4 N = 119
**
*
Statistically significant at the 1% level (p<O,O1)
Statistically significant at the 5% level (p>O,OI but p<0,05)
Using Table 4.18 it can be deduced that there is a statistically significant difference
(p = 0,001) between the mean score of the three district groups A, B and C in respect
of group decision-making. The null hypothesis RoA is thus rejected and the
alternative hypotheses HaA is accepted.
Regarding the pair-wise comparisons of groups the following conclusions can be
made:
• Respondents in group A have a high mean score and agree to the greatest extent
with group decision-making. Respondents in Group A are principals in Gauteng
North One and most of the schools in this district are farm schools. Most of the
principals at these schools are at post level two, which is equivalent to a head of
department (HOD) in any other school. Principals in these schools probably
regard group decision-making as an important tool in managing the school as
they possibly lack the management skills that their counterparts have in other
schools. They may mostly rely on the experience and expertise of their colleagues
in terms of decision-making.
I
I
I
I
1
-63-
• Respondents in Group B also regard group decision-making as important. This
group comprise mainly the ex Model C schools whereby the principals have been
involved in group decision-making, problem solving andconsultation amongstaff
members since 1992. Using the SMT in making decisions has thus been the norm
in these schools. They possibly accept the responsibility of collaborative
management brought about by groupdecision-making.
• Respondents in Group C indicate a statistically significant difference when
compared to groups A and B. This group are comprised of ex Model C schools
and mainly Township schools. They possibly do not regard group decision-
making as that important. Principals in these schools may have been appointed
before school governing bodies became active participants in the appointment of
teachers. Some of the SMT members may have been appointed by the SGB
structures and hence there is possibly a clash in opinions as far as group decision-
making is concerned. To the principals group decision-making within the SMT
may possibly be a time consuming exercise.
The next to be presented are hypotheses and tests with workshops attended as the
independent variable
4.3.2.7 Differences between the opinions of respondents based on the workshops
attended relative to group decision-making
DIMENSION VARIABLE SYMBOL DISCRIPTION TEST
Differences at the Workshops HoA The mean scale scores of the four
univariate level attended workshop attended groups do not ANOVA
differ in a statistically significant way
from one another in respect of group
decision-making
HaA The mean scale scores of the four
workshop attendedgroups differ in a
statistically significant way from one
another in respect of group decision-
making
I
I
j
I
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Pair-wise HoD The meanscoresof the four workshop Dunett
differences attended groups do not differ in a T3
statistically significant way from one
anotherwhen compared pair-wise in
respect of groupdecision-making
HaD The meanscoresofthe four workshop
attended groups differ in a
statistically significant way from one
another when compared pair-wise in
respect of groupdecision-making
TABLE 4.20 SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN WORKSHOPS ATTENDED
GROUPS REGARDING GROUP DECISION-MAKING
FACTOR GROUP FACTOR ANOVA DUNETTT3
MEAN (p-value) A B C D
Group A 110,63 A
.> * **
decision- B 100,62 B * ~ *0,000**
making C 91,92 C ** *
.> **
D 105,23 D **
.>
Group A = o attended N = 32
Group B = 1 attended N = 21
Group C = 2 attended N = 81
Group D = 3 or more attended N = 43
**
*
Statistically significant at the 1% level (p>O,O 1)
Statistically significant at the 5% level (p>O,OI but p<O,05)
-
Using Table 4.20 it can be deduced that there is a statistically significant difference
(p=O,OOO) between the average scores of the four workshop attended groups A, B, C
and D in respect of group decision-making. The null hypothesis HoA is thus rejected
and the alternative hypothesis BaA is accepted.
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4.4 CONCLUSION
In this chapter an analysis and interpretation of the empirical data was undertaken. The
second order factor analysis produced one factor dubbed group decision-making that
consisted of 26 items with a high Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient.
The various biographical variables were grouped into two or three or more independent
groups and their factor mean scores in respect of the factor group decision-making were
compared with one another. This was done in order to determine whether the groups held
different perceptions in respect of group decision-making. Although differences were found
in the mean scores all the groups moderately agreed to agree with the factor group decision-
making.
Hypotheses were set up and univariate statistics were used to analyse and interpret the data in
respect of the factor group decision-making.
In chapter five, the overview, critical evaluation, recommendations, important findings and
conclusion will be given.
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CHAPTER FIVE
5.1 INTRODUCTION
Chapter 5 establishes whether the research questions have been answered. In this chapter it
is necessary to discuss the important points of this study under the following headings:
• important findings;
• recommendations;
• educational implications of the research;
• recommendations for possible future research; and
• conclusion.
Having indicated the main points for discussion it is imperative to outline the overview of
this study.
5.2 OVERVIEW
Chapter one introduced the research topic and the need to research the perception of
principals on group decision-making within the school management teams (SMT's). The
importance of group decision-making within the school as identified by among others,
(Lynch, 1995:77) points out that it is its ability to throw up vast numbers of ideas or to find
the right answer to a problem (when there is one) that a performance of a group may be
superior to that of an individual.
The Constitution of the Republic of South Africa (RSA, 1996 (a» requires that school
education be transformed and democratised in accordance with fundamental values and
principles. The South African School's Act (SASA) of 1996 (RSA, 1996 (b) indicates that
there should be a decentralised school based system of education management and
governance with substantial decision-making authority at the school level. ----
The problem statement clarified the problem to be studied. The concepts in the research
topic were given and the structure of the study explained. The study's main aim was to
obtain the perception of principals on group decision-making within the school
management teams (SMT's).
I
1-
1 5.3
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In chapter two a literature review was presented which was meant to explore key issues and
to obtain more information on the problem statement. The importance of group decision-
making was stressed and two models namely optimal and bounded models were outlined.
The different group decision-making process techniques were also discussed, which may
be used in training principals in group decision-making. Questions on the research
instrument were bedrocked in this chapter.
In chapter three the principles behind the design of a structured questionnaire were
discussed to gauge the perceptions of principals on group decision-making. The research
design and the plan of study were also discussed.
A description of the empirical investigation was discussed in chapter four. Responses to
questions relating to group decision-making were analysed. The validity and reliability of
the research instrument were also outlined.
On the basis of the interpreted data in chapter four, the present chapter will focus on the
important research findings, recommendations, educational implications of the research
and recommendations for possible future research.
IMPORTANT FINDINGS
5.3.1 Findings made from the literature review in respect of group decision-making within
the SMT's.
The research established that most principals regard group decision-making to be an
important management tool, which can be used within the SMT. They agree that group
decision-making is a process of making educational decisions in a collaborative manner at
the school level (see 2.4). According to Maddux (1988:50) one of the benefits of
collaboration is that it builds an awareness of interdependence when people recognise the
benefits of helping one another, and realise if it is expected, they will work together to
achieve the common goals. The effort is non-threatening.
The research also established that group decision-making is regarded as a form of
empowerment. Empowerment has benefits for both the individual and the organisation and
creating feelings offulfilment, team identity and co-operation (Sharp and Walter, 1994:71).
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It has been shown in this research that the principal is not the 'sole' decision-maker but
becomes part of a team of decision-makers. The principal's main role is to establish and
maintain the SMT and to share some of his/her decision-making powers with the rest of the
SMT (See 2.5.2).
It was established in this research that 1110st principals agree that SMT members should be
trained in group decision-making as this maximises their expertise in handling and solving
problems and also in taking decisions where necessary (see 2.5.2).
It was further established in this research that most principals agree that when most people
work as a team or group in making decisions they are able to come up with the best
possible solution to a problem than when one individual has to make a decision on the
same issue (see 2.4.2).
The research highlighted that it is not necessary for SMT members to be engaged in
problems that requires standard procedures as some of these problems are repetitive in
nature (see 2.3.3.1).
The research also highlighted that when makingnon-programmed decisions the SMT must
consider a number of factors such as:
• the ability to identify alternatives;
• objectives and measuring results;
• problem identification and definition;
• establishing priorities;
• consideringcauses;
• evaluatingalternatives;
• selecting from amongalternatives;
• implementation; and
• review or follow up (sec 2.4.4).
It was also shown in this research that involving the SMT in the process of decision-
making increases their commitment towards accepting the decisions. The members become
collectively accountable for thc outcome of the decision that was made by them. This will
result in fewerproblems being encounteredwhen the decision is implemented (see 2.4.2).
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The research also established that group decision-making promotes communication. There
is sharingof ideas as all members are allowed to give their opinions during group decision-
making (see 2.4.4.1). Miller, 1988:33-34 regards communication as the key component to
groupdecision-making.
5.3.2 Important empirical findings in respect of the perception of group decision-making
within the SMT's.
Finding 1
Male educators agree to a greaterextent with group decision-making than female educators
do. They regard group decision-making to be participative, facilitative and a collaborative
type of management. The females agree to a moderate extent with group decision-making.
The slight difference between the males and females could be due to the legacy of gender
insensitivity in the past, that women arc not suitable for management positions. The
females are probably trying to prove that they are capable and efficient and therefore resort
to sole decision-making even when dealing with issues that needs the participation of other
SMT members. Although there is a difference between the males and females, the
difference is not that significant as they both at least partially agree that group decision-
making is important. (See section 4.3.1.1).
Finding 2
In respect of educator organisations, principals belonging to other organisations namely
NUE, NAPTOSA, agree to a greaterextent with group decision-making. Principals in these
organisation may have been in the teaching profession for many years and have been
through the autocratic type of management in the past and are now exposed to a more
democratic type of management through the involvement of SMT members in group
decision-making. They are faced with the new challenges brought about by the changes
taking place in education and therefore prefer to engage the SMT in decision-making to be
in line with the changes taking place in education. The SADTU members, on the other
hand agree that group decision-making is relatively important. Most of these principals
have been promoted to their positions by the SGB's, which are democratic in composition.
Therefore group decision-making is a normal process, which must take place whenever a
team is involved. Although there is a statistically significant difference between the two
groups namely, SADTU and the othcr group, both groups agree that groupdecision-making
is important (See section 4.3.1.2).
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Finding 3
A majority of principals are committed to group decision-making. They agree to a greater
extent with the process of group decision-making. This may imply that most principals'
regard making informed decisions and making rational decisions as important. These
principals interact with the members of the SMT when faced with problems that require a
variety of options and opinions. They do not rely on their expertise alone but recognise the
importance of consultation and collaboration. This helps the principals to focus on facts
and logic and helps guard against inappropriate assumptions and pitfalls.
Although a majority of principals agree to a greaterextent with decision-making, there are
principals who do not agree with group decision-making. This may be due to the
personalityof the principal, who is possiblyautocratic and clings to power or it may be due
to a resistance to change. These principals may feel that their authority as principals is
challenged and therefore do not interact with other SMT members. Some may regard group
decision-making as time consuming and also forces members to compromise whilst they in
turn are expected to make decisive actions (See section 4.3.1.3).
Finding 4
English and Afrikaans speaking principals agree to a greater extent with group decision-
making. This could be due to them being accustomed to the group decision process in their
former Model C schools. This process is not new to thein. On the other hand, the Sotho and
Nguni speaking principals moderately agree with group decision-making. To many of the
Nguni and Sotho speaking principals, group decision-making is a newconcept; it is part of the
newchanges taking place in the education system. TIley also possiblyhave reservations about
a group working together to make an informed decision (See section4.3.2.1).
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Finding 5
Principals in the age groups 50+ years and 40-49 years agree to a greaterextent with group
decision-making. These are the principals who have been in the education system for a
long time. as teachers and possibly also as principals. They have experienced the old
hierarchical order when "sole management" was practised. They can now weigh the
advantages and disadvantages of sole decision-making they experienced and practiced in
the past and also advantages and disadvantages of the present participative management,
which calls for group decision-making, which they are experiencing and practicing at
present. The principals in the age group 26-39 years probably comprise young
inexperienced principals who tend to agree to a greater extent with group decision-making
to be relatively important. They possibly rely on their SMT members to make informed
decisions (See section4.3.2.2).
Finding 6
Principals in the teaching experience groups 26 years and more and 16-25 years agree to a
greater extent with group decision-making. These groups comprise principals who have
probably been in the teaching field for many years. They have experienced "sole
management" and are now experiencing participative management. TIley have possibly
realised that the advantages of group decision-making outweigh that of "sole decision-
making". The other teaching experience group comprise principals who have less
experience in the teaching field. They agree to a smallerextent with group decision-making
but possibly they have not gained much experience or expertise in group decision-making
(See section 4.3.2.3).
Finding 7
In respect of qualifications the group with a diploma agree to a greater extent with group
decision-making. This group has lower educational qualifications and they probably
consider themselves less competent to make important, independent decisions or handle
situations without the guidance of the SMT. Group B comprises principals with an
academic degree and they agree moderately with group decision-making in comparison
with the education diploma group. They may have the perception that they are capable and
competent and therefore have the knowledge and expertise to take on the responsibility in
their individual capacity (See section 4.3.2.4).
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Finding 8
Principals in Afrikaans medium schools agree to a greater extent with group decision-
making. Principals in double and parallel medium schools agree with group decision-
making. This may be due to the influx of black learners to their schools, which used to be
former Model C schools. They are faced with unpredictable situations where the uncertainty
of the outcome is high. They are to make decisions that may not be regarded as racial or
discriminatory. Principals in English medium schools regard group decision-making to be
important when compared to their counterparts in double and parallel medium schools. This
could be attributed to the fact that these principals arc not well acquainted with group
decision-making and have misconceptions about the process (See section 4.3.2.5).
Finding 9
The principals from Dl which mainly comprises farm schools agree to a greater extent with
the group decision-making process. They regard collaboration, participation, facilitation and
delegation as important aspects of decision-making. Their counterparts in group C agree with
group decision-making to a smallerextent. Principals in this group are mainly from townships
and ex Model C schools. This group is probably exposed to a variety of problems and
situations that probably make them view group decision-making as an effective tool in
management. Principals in Group B which mainly comprises ex Model C schools also view
working collaboratively as a team and making rational decisions as important. This group
agree moderately or partially with group decision-making (See section 4.3.2.6).
Finding 10
Group A comprise principals who have never attended a workshop on group decision-making.
This group agree to a greaterextent with group decision-making. This could be due to the fact
that they are able to solve problems and make soundjudgementsand decisions collectively as
a team in their schools. Group B principalsalso agree to a greater extent with groupdecision-
making. Group C principals indicated moderate agreement with group decision-making.
Although they have attended a maximum of two workshops on group decision-making they
may possibly have gained important knowledge on how to work together as a team to make
decisions. Group 0 principals agree to a greater extent with group decision-making when
compared to the other groups. Through their experience possibly acquired through workshops
attended they may be able to identi fy disadvantages of group decision-making such as group-
think.
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Although the differences among the above-mentioned groups were identified, they are rather
small. (See section 4.3.2.7). This finding indicates that the workshops on group decision-
making have had little to no impact on decision-making in schools. Either the quality of the
trainingneeds to be improved or the format of the workshops needs to be looked into again.
5.4 RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendation I
Female principals should be motivated and encouraged to be more involved in group
decision-making. Their fears should be alleviated and their district managers should assure
them by providing support and guidance in group decision-making. This can only be
achieved by training principals on group decision-making processes and making them
aware of the different techniques they can applyto suit the problem or situation at hand.
Recommendation 2
Principals should consult with others and find out how the other principals
manage/administer their schools.Their disapproval of group decision-making might be due
to lack of knowledge or skills on working within a team. Principals should therefore
engage in information-sharing sessions during their principal's meetings and union or
teacher organisation meetings.
Recommendation 3
Lack of commitment on the part of principals to group decision-making could be due to
inability to engage in the collaborative effort needed. TIle district managers should
encourage the principals to share their knowledge and experiences on group decision-
making and also provide the necessary support so that principals ca\~ be committed to
\
group decision-making.
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Recommendation 4
Principals in the age group 26 - 39 years must be encouraged to be involved in group
decision-making. This group are relatively young and hence possibly innovative and
creative. They should be encouraged to work with the SMT and not undermine the
creativity of other SMT members.
Recommendation 5
The group with 4 - 15 years of experience as principals will probably need training in
respect of group decision-making. They arc probably not yet competent to assess or
manage a situation, which requires specific skills or knowledge where group decision-
making is involved. They probably do, however, involve the SMT in decision-making and
consult with them on a regular basis.
Recommendation 6
The department must provide adequate support in the form of induction or regular training
of new principals with respect to group decision-making.
Recommendation 7
Principals who belong to the group Bachelors degree and teachers' diploma should be
encouraged to use group decision-making within the SMT. TIley should be involved in
consultation with the SMT on a regular basis so that their expertise can contribute to the
effective managingof the schools.
Recommendation 8
Principals in English-medium schools should be encouraged to be involved in the group
decision-making process, They should be more participative and should be encouraged to
consult with the other SMT members when making certain decisions.
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Recommendation 9
Principals in the different districts should be in encouraged by their respective district
managers to engage in group decision-making in their schools. Trainers of principals
should have a thorough knowledge about group decision-making, which should lead to
principals being able to implement the group decision-making in their schools .
. Recommendation 10
Some principals have never attended a workshop on group decision-making. It is therefore
imperative for the district managers to ensure that all principals receive training on group
decision-making and receive training in techniques mentioned in chapter 2 as guidelines.
This could enable principals to involve other members of the SMT in group decision-
making as the principals will have the expertise to differentiate when to involve the team
and when not to do so.
5.5 EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH
The following educational implications could be extracted from the research:-
• This research highlighted that group decision-making is vitally important within school
management teams.
• The positive perception ofprincipals on group decision-making indicates that the group
decision-making process is an important instrument in school management.
• The involvement of the entire management team in problem. solving is of utmost
importance.
• The changes in education call for consultation and collaboration within the SMT.
• Unilateral decisions by principals are not popular in the present turbulent school
context.
There is a considerable amount of literature in support of group decision-making, and the
findings of this research also indicate preference for group decision-making. It will,
however, not be useful to regard group decision-making as the sole model of effective
management or problem solving at all times. Whereas it is necessary to involve the SMT in
decision-making with regard to certain issues, it will be unnecessary to involve them in
structured issues that requires the use of stipulated policies and rules.
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5.6 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR POSSIBLE FUTURE RESEARCH
This research has addressed the research questions in chapter one. However, in the light of
the literature reviews presented in chapter two and the empirical findings in chapter four
the following are recommendations for possible future research:
• The present study was confined to some parts of Gauteng. It would be interesting to
find out whether principals in other parts of Gauteng, and other provinces would
respond in the same way or not.
• Group decision-making involves other members of the team in this instance the SMT.
In this study focus was only on the perception of principals. I would therefore
recommend that other SMT member's perceptions on group decision-making also be
investigated.
5.7 CONCLUSION
This study highlighted the importance of group decision-making within the School
Management Teams (SMT's) according to the principal's perception. Besides the
limitations of the distribution and response to the questionnaire it was evident that group
decision-making is an important tool in the management of the school. There is also
evidence that a number of principals have not yet acquired the necessary expertise in group
decision-making; this dictates that the education department should put in place structures
that will facilitate group decision-making within the management of the school.
These warrants that further research be conducted on this topic so that assistance can be
provided to principals, SMT members and also to educators. This could ensure competency
with respect to group decision-making within the school management teams.
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ANNEXURE A
RArmSE AFfllKAANSE UNIVERSITEIT
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The Senior Manager
Oauteng North District 01
ODE
Dear Sir/Madam
HAND AFRIKAANS UNIVERSl7
1'0 lIux ~=4. Au~lIJ ..J I'Jrl =000
l~cl'..lJll': or S'llllh 1\lII,J
rJ\ ,OIl) 4~,) 2")1
+ ~7·11 .4S~I=ln
Mrs. AM Mmako
P.O. Box 1833
Bronkhorstspruit
1020
September 2001
REQUEST TO CONDUCT RESEARCH IN YOUR DISTRICT
I wish to conduct a research study entitled The Perception of Principals :.n group
decision-making within the School Management Teams (SMT's). The sn.::iy forms
part of my M.Ed study at the Rand Afrikaans University (RAUl. My supervisor is
Prof. B.R. Grobler.
The study aims to investigate group decision-making and how it can enhance
school effectiveness.
To achieve this it is necessary to collect data from principals of different schools.
The data will be gathered through a structured questionnaire from the selected
respondents. Questionnaires will take about 20 minutes to complete.
I request permission to conduct the said study in your District thrc ugh the
distribution of questionnaires to principals. I intend to conduct the research from
January 2002. A copy of the questionnaire is attached.
Your co-operation in this regard will be highly appreciated. Should you require
any additional information please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully
RANDSE AFRIKAANSE UNIVERSITEIT
Posbus 524, Auckland Park2006
Republic]; van SuidAfrika
Tel (OIl) 489 2911
+ 27 - 11 ·439 2911
The Senior Manager
Gauteng North District 03
GDE
Dear Sir/Madam
RAND AFHIKAANS UNIVERSITY
1'0 Box 524. Auckland Park2006
Republic or SouthAfrica
Fa.\ (011) 4S9 2191
+27-11-4392192
Mrs. AM Mmako
P.O. Box 1833
Bronkhorstspruit
1020
September 2001
REQUEST TO CONDUCT RESEARCH IN YOUR DISTRICT
I wish to conduct a research study entitled The Perception of Principals on group
decision-making within the School Management Teams (SMT's). The study forms
part of my M.Ed study at the Rand Afrikaans University (RAU). My supervisor is
Prof. B.R. Grobler.
The study aims to investigate group decision-making and how it can enhance
school effectiveness.
To achieve this it is necessary to collect data from principals of different schools.
The data will be gathered through a structured questionnaire from the selected
respondents. Questionnaires will take about 20 minutes to complete.
I request permission to conduct the said study in your District through the
distribution of questionnaires to principals. I intend to conduct the research from
January 2002. A copy of the questionnaire is attached.
Your co-operation in this regard will be highly appreciated. Should you require
any additional information please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully
".."...,~,-_.......-----_.-------
RANDSE AFRIKAANSE UNlVERSITEIT
Posbus 5~-t. Auckland Park 2006
Rcpublick van Suid Afrika
Tel (OIl) 489 2911
+ ~7 • 11 ·4892911
RAND AFRI~:AAr~S UNIVL:RSITY
i'o 110.\ 52-t.Auckland (';Irk 2lJUt;
Republic of Soulh Africa
Fax \llllj 489 2191
+ 27 • II • 48~1 ~191
Mrs. AM Mmako
P.O. Box 1833
Bronkhorstspruit
1020
September 2001
Tl:e Senior Manager
Gauteng North District D4
ODE
Dear Sir/Madam
REQUEST TO CONDUCT RESEARCH IN YOUR DISTRICT
Yours faithfully
The study aims to investigate group decision-making and how it can enhance
school effectiveness.
Your co-operation in this regard will be highly appreciated. Should you require
any additional information please do not hesitate to contact me.
To achieve this it is necessary to collect data from principals of different schools.
The data will be gathered through a structured questionnaire from the selected
respondents. Questionnaires will take about 20 minutes to complete.
I request permission to conduct the said study in your District through the
distribution of questionnaires to principals. I intend to conduct the research from
January 2002. A copy of the questionnaire is attached,
I I wish to conduct a research study entitled The Perception of Principals on group
( decision-making within the School Management Teams (SMT's). The study forms
part of my M.Ed study at the Rand Afrikaans University (RAU). My supervisor is
l~ Prof. B.R. Grobler.
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GAUTENG DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
RESEARCH PROPOSAL
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Name: Persal: _
Course: _
Institution:
--------------------
Institution where currently appointed: _
Post level:
---
PROPOSAL
The purpose research topic is -
f
I
I
I Supervisor
1
I Sep 1/2
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OFFICE OF THE SENIOR MANAOtR
STRATEGIC POLICY DE¥ELOPMENT
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ATTENTION: Sallv Rownev
REQUEST TO CONDUCT RESEARCH IN INSTITUTIONS/OFFICES OF THE
DEPARTMENT
1. GENERAL INFORMATION
1.1 This form should be used by all categories of researchers (e.g. postgraduate students,
academics, organisations and Research teams) wishing to conduct research in the
Institutions/offices of the department.
I.:! It is a general form designed to expedite feedback to all applicants. Not every section of
the form will be relevant to all applicants and should simply be omitted.
1.3 Where research is still in the planning stage, permission in principle may be sought. The
Research Unit must then be supplied later with essential documents such as
questionnaires before actual access to schools can be granted.
2. REQUIREMENTS' WITH RESPECT TO QUESTIONNAIRES, TESTS AND
INTERVIEWS
2.1 Educators and learners are not to be involved in research at the beginning ofthe school
year in January nor during thefourth school term.
2.2 Application to conduct research in GDE institutions, i.e. school(s), district(s) office or
Head Office.
Tel: -27 (II) 355 -0495 Fax: - 27 (011) 355-0512 Cell: 082 905-0742
E-mail:sallyr@gpg.gov.za Web: www.education.gpg.gov.za
P.O. Box 7710 Johannesburg, 2000
Room 910,111 Commissioner Street, Johannesburg, 2001
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2.3 Time must be allowed for the Research Unit to collect input from within the departme.;t
and for the possible modification to the research design e.g, adjustments to J
questionnaire. A reasonable time frame would be to apply approximately three months ::1
advance. Applicants should make provision for longer processing of applications
received by the Department in the recess/examinations months of July. November ar.d
December.
2.4 The test / questionnaire / structured interview schedules / frameworks for interviews or
other materials which are intended to be used must accompany this application. where
more than one language is to be used. the translated version must also be submitted.
Exceptions to this requirement for submission of such documents:
• where permission is principle is being sought; or
• in the case of standardized tests (where it is sufficient to supply only the name(s) on l:le
form.
The questionnaires / structured interview schedules / interview frameworks.' tests should meet
the criteria of:
• Education accountability
• Proper research design
• Sensitivity towards participants
• Correct content and terminology
• Acceptable grammar
• Absence of non-essential/superfluous items
In case of postgraduate students the supervisor / promoter must confirm in writing that the
proposed research meets all the above requirements. This statement has to be attached to :he
application (see p. 5).
If different languages are to be used in the research, care should be taken that each test i.em
corresponds exactly in the language concerned.
2.5 Only in exceptional circumstances will the Department grant permission for research to
be conducted during school hours. The content of the principal must be obtained for the
time of day during which you propose to conduct your test / research,
2.6 The content of parents will usually be a condition for departmental permission to involve
pupils in Research projects. Whether this is necessary will be indicated to the researcher
in the letter of permission for access to schools. If so it will be the researcher's
responsibility to obtain parental consent.
2.7 The researcher must undertake to supply the Research Unit with a copy of the final
research report or, case of post-graduate studies, with a bound copy of the completed
thesis dissertation.
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GAUTENG DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIO~
APPLICATION FORM
REQUEST TO CONDUCT RESEARCH IN INSTITUTIONS/
OFFICES OF THE DEPARTMENT
1. PARTICULARS OF THE RESEARCHER
1.1 Surname and Initials _
Title (Prof. / Dr. / Mr. /Ms _
Student number: ID., _
1.2 Contact Details
Work (if applicable) Home i,
I
J
i
Postal Code Postal Code
Tel: ( ) Tel: ( )
Cell: Cell:
Fax: ( ) Fax: ( )
e-mail e-mail
2.
2. ]
2.2
DETAILS OF PROPOSED RESEARCH
Full title of thesis / dissertation / research project
Value of the research to education (0" attach research proposal to it avnilable)
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2.3 POST GRADUATE El"ROLMENT PARTICULARS (if applicable)
Name of institution where enrolled
---------------
Degree qualification for which you are studying _
Faculty and discipline I area of study _
Name of supervisor I promoter _
2.4 Employer (where applicable)
School i College I Faculty _
Position Held, _
PERSAL \"UMBER (where applicable
I-
I 3. PROPOSED RESEARCH METHOD/S(Please indicate with a cross in the appropriate block)
I 3.1 Questionnaireis)
!
IYES INO
... i Interviewt s),).-
I INOIYES
1
3.3 Use of official documents
IYES INO
1
I
If applicable, please specify the documentis)
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3.4 Workshop (5) I group discussions
[yES
3.5 Standardised tests (e.g, psychometric tests)
I YES
If applicable. please specify the tests:
4.
4.1
4.2
4 ~.J
4.3.1
4.3.:
4.3.3
4.3.-1
4.3.5
4.3.6
INSTITUTIONS TO BE I NVOL VEl> IN rm: nESEAI~CIl
Type (e.g. secondary school) _
Number of institutions to be involved
----
Namcts) of institutions
4.3.7 Districts where the study shall be conducted ,
Page 50f7
NOTE:
IF }'OU IJAVE NOT rET IDENT/FIED TIJESE. TIJE DEPARTMENT IS
UNFORTUNA TEL}' NOT IN A POSITION TO DRAJI' It SAMPLE OF INSTITUTION
FOR YOU. LIST OF TIJE NA!\tESS AND ADDRESSES OF ITS INSTITUTIONS AI~E,
HOWEVER AVAILABLE FROM TilE I>EPARTl\lENT ON A PAPER RECOVERY
COST BASIS
4.4 Number of pupils to be involved pel' school
Grade I 2
Gender B G B C
I'" IIIIIbeI'
Grade 7 H
~,-"-'-- .--_.Gender B G B G
- ---"- --,.,-- -I" II111 beI'
"---. .
-.-
4.5 Number of educators to be involved per school
Type of stn ff Teachers 1l0D's Principals Lecturers Office
official.
Number
Any other details with respect to the above _
4,6 Are the participants to be involved in- groups, 01' individually'? _
4.7 Average period of time each participant will be involved in the test or other research
activity (e.g. discussions)
minutes
-----------------------------
4.8 Time of day you propose to conduct your testing Il'cseal'ch,
4.9 School term during which the research was undertaken
[Term I UCI'!nZ-'--- _~~l:~;~---·-··--[fc!:~!;-4--~-~
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DECLARATION BY THE RESEARCHER
1. .I declare that all statements in this application are accurate.
2. I have taken note of all the above conditions and requirements and undertake to
adhere to them.
Signature _
Date _
DECLARATION BY SUPERVISOR / PROMOTER / LECTURER
I declare that
1. The applicant is enrolled at the institution to which the undersigned is attached.
2. The questionnaires / structured interviews / tests meet the criteria of:
• Educational accountability
• Proper research design
• Sensitivity towards participants
• Correct content and terminology
• Acceptable grammar
• Absence of non-essential / superfluous items
Name _
Institution _
Faculty / Department _
Signature. _
Date _
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ANNEXURE H
I. I
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-
RAND AFRIKAANSE UNIVEltSITY
HANUSI': AFIUKAANS~: UNIVERSrrEIT
GROUP
DECISI.·ON - MAKING
QUESTIONAIRE
VRAELYS
RANDSE AFRIKAANSE UNIVERSITEIT
Posbus 524, Aucldand Park2006
Republiek vanSuld-Afrika
Tel(011) 4892911
+27-11-4892911
Dear Principal
RAND AFRIKAANS UNIVERSITY
POBolt 524, Aucldand Park 2006
Republic ofSouth Africa
Fax(011) 4892191
:,"27 -11-489 2191
P.O. Box 1833
Bronkhorstspruit
·1020
September 2001
I am currently investigating the perceptions of principals on group decision-making within
the school Management Teams (SMT's). It is vital that I obtain your opinion as a principal
regarding this aspect.
Please keep the following in mind when you complete the questionnaire:
-,. Do not write your name on the questionnaire. It remains anonymous.
,. There are no correct or incorrect answers in section B. All that is required of you is
your honest opinion.
,. Please answer ALL questions.
,. Your first spontaneous reaction is the most valid so work quickly and accurately. Do
not ponder too long over any particular question/item.
,. If you would like to change your response to a question do so by clearly crossing out
the incorrect response and circling your intended response.
" The questionnaire should take about 20 minutes of your time to complete.
,. After completing this questionnaire, please return it within five days to the person from
whom it was received.
Thank you for your assistance.
Yours faithfully
Ms A.M. Mmako Prof. B.R. Grobler
·1·
QUESTIONAlllE ON GROUP llECISION·MAKING WITHIN TilE SCHOOL
MANAGEMENT TEAMS (5M1"5)
SECTION A
PERSONAL AND GENERAL INFORMAnON
Circle the a Iicable codeor fill in the num!~er where necessary__
Example for completing Section A
Question I: Your Gender'!
(If youare a female then circle 2 us follows):
Male ..
Female .
SECTION A
1. Gender
Male .
Female .. EEl
2. How old nrc you (in complete years)
(c.g, if you are thirty five then enter [IlJJ)
3. To which of the following educator organizations do you belong. (Please circle yes for
each one you belong to).
SADTU .
PEU .
TUATA .
NEU ..
NATU .
SAOU ..
NAPTOSA .
SAVBO .
orilER (Pleasespecify) ..
4. What is your mother tongue (Circle mJ£ only)?
Zl.ll.U .
XIIOSA .
AFRIKAANS .
TSWANA .
SEPEDI .
ENGLiSH ..
YES
---YES
YES
._--
YES
YES
YES
YES
~IJ~~j
I
2
3
4
5
6
-2-
SOUTH SOTHO ~ ..
TSONGA ..
S\VAZI .
NDEBELE .
VENDA .
SWATI. .
GUJERATI. ..
HINDI. ..
TAIvtIL .
TELEGU ..
OTI-IER (Specify) .
Teaching experience (in complete years).
(e.g. five years, enter []]I] )
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
IT]
6. N umber of completed years as a principal in this or any other school.
7. Your highest educational qualification.
Lower than grade 12 ' , .
Grade 12 :.
Post school diploma/certificate .
Teacher's diploma/certificate plus further educational diploma/certificate .
Bachelor's degree .
Bachelor's degree plus a teacher's diploma/certificate ..
Post graduate qualification ..
8 Your religion.
None .
Christiani ty " , , .
Islam .
Judaism .
Hinduism , .
Buddhism .
African Traditional. .
Other (Specify) .
IT]
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9. Language of instruction at your school.
Afrikaans.................................................................................. t--_l---j
English 2
Double medium (two languages simultaneously in every class)..... 3
Parallel medium (two languages for all subjects in different clas:es)............. 4
Other (specify)............................................................................ 5
•
-3-
1O. Your school is a ....
Primary School (i.e. grade 0 or I to grade 7).............................. ........ .... 1
t--':""'--J
Secondary School (i.e. grade 8 to grade 12).......................................... 2
Combined school (Primary and Secondary) (i.e. grade 0 or 1 to grade 12)...... 3
Special School.......... 4
Other (specify)............................................................................ 5
11. In which district is your school situated?
Dl .
D3 .
D4 .
12 Your school is a ....
Public school (Government funded) .
Private school. '" .. EB
13. How many courses/workshops related to group-decision making have you attended in the
past 3 years?
o ~ ;
1................................................................................................... 2
2................................................................................................... 3
3 or nl0re..... 4
14. How would you rate your school's commitment to the decision-making processes in
which it is involved?
Excellent. . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. . . . . .. . .. .. .. .. .. . .. . . . . .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. . .. . rn31
Average .
Poor .
15. How would you rate your commitment to group decision-making at the school?
Excellent. . " , '" . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . rn31
Average .
Poor .
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SECTION B
Please indicate your answer by circling the number that corresponds to your answer.
I = strongly disagree
2 - 4 = forms equal intervals between I and 5
5 = strongly agree
,
Please indicate your answer by circling the number that corresponds to your answer.
Example
To what extent do you agree/disagree with the following statement:
The School Management Team (SMT) should be involved indecision-making.
I
'(Ifyou disagree but not strongly then mark 2 as follows):
Strongly disagree I I I <1> I 3 I 4 I 5 IStronglyagree
Indicate the extent to which you agreeor disagree with each of the following statements.
1. Group decision-making implies that the School Management Team (SMT) should
collectively make a decision.
Strongly disagree Stronglyagree
L-.---J'--_'----J'--_'-----J
2. Group decision-making implies that a number of altemative solutions are considered
before a final decision is taken.
Strongly disagree Stronglyagree
l------l_----lL-----lL---JL---J
3. The Principal should share some of his/her decision-making powers with the rest of the
SMT.
Strongly disagree Stronglyagree
l------l_----lL-----l_--JL----J
4. The SMT should be allowed to take decisions on behalf of the school.
Strongly disagree Stronglyagree
L-.---J_---J'----J_--J'----J
5. The SMT should not be involved 1ll decisions related to repetitive problems on
established procedures.
Strongly disagree Stronglyagree
6. The SMT should only take decisions related to unusual, unique problems.
Strongly disagree Stronglyagree
L.-----J_--JL----J_----'L----J
7. The SMT collectively has s ecialised knowled
Strongly disagree I 2 3 4
ossessed by anyone memberonly.
Stronglyagree
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To what extent do you agree/disagree with the following statement/s:
8. After the SMT has taken a decision, the principal alone should be responsible for
implementingthe decision.
Strongly disagree Strongly agreeL..-.._l....-_L-._'---_l....----'
9. All members of the SMT should reach a consensus before a decision is taken.
Strongly disagree Strongly agree
L..-.._l....-_'---_'---_.L-.----'
10. Group decision-making improves communication within the school.
Strongly disagree Strongly agree
'---'---'---'--'-----'
II. SMT members are often so involved in decision-making that they neglect their teaching
duties.
Strongly disagree Strongly agree
'---'---'----'--'-----'
12. A decision should only be enforced if it is supported by more than half of the members
of the SMT present.
Strongly disagree Strongly agreeL..-.._l....-_'---_'---_.L-.----'
13. Involving the SMT in the process of decision-making increases their commitment
towards accepting the decisions.
Strongly disagree Strongly agreel-_L.-_L.-_'---_.l..-----'
14. The SMT is collectively accountable for the outcome of the decision that was made by
them.
Strongly disagree Strongly agree
L..-..---..-'l....-_L-._'---_'-------'
15. During group decision-making sessions the SMT members should openly discuss
possible alternative solutions.
Strongly disagree Strongly agreeL-._L-._L-._L..-.._l....---'
16. Group decision-making leads to finding a tailor made solution to a problem.
Strongly disagree Strongly agreeL..-.._l....-_L..-.._'--_'------'
To what extent do you agree/disagree with the following statement/s:
17. Decisions taken by the SMT should always take the context of the school into
consideration.
Stronglydisagree Stronglyagree
'-----'---'-----'--~---'
IS. After implementing a decision taken by the SMT, the results of the decision should be
evaluated.
Stronglydisagree Stronglyagree
'----l_--'-_---'-_~ _ __'
I. New SMT members should be trained in group decision-making,
Stronglydisagree Stronglyagree
'-----'---'-----'-----'----'
20. There should be certain ground rules for SMT members during group decision-making.
Stronglydisagree Stronglyagree
L---l_--'-_---'-_~ _ __'
21. Important issues should only be discussed when all the members of the S\H are present.
Stronglydisagree Stronglyagree
'-----'---'-----'--~---'
22. Group decision-making enablesthe SMT to find the best possible solution to a problem.
Stronglydisagree I 1 I 2~ Stronglyagree
?~
_J. If the SMT thoroughly communicates a decision taken, fewer problems would be present
when it is implemented.
Stronglydisagree Stronglyagree
L---l_--L_---'-_~ _ __'
24. The SMT should communicate the reason for taking a decision to other members of the
school staff.
Stronglydisagree Strongly agree
25. Disputes that arise during the decision-making process should be resolved based on
'what is right' rather than on 'who is right'.
Strongly disagree '----l_--'-_---'-_~ _ __' Strongly agree
26. SMT members should be selected based on their expertise rather than their management
positions.
Strongly disagree Stronglyagree
1----.1._--'----'----'---'
27. Each SMT member shouldhavemanagementexperience.
.Strongly disag~ee. _..;..1..:...J...:...-7-"':-+7-...;....J.."'--:~ Strongly agree
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To what extent do you agree/disagree with the following statement's:
28. The expression of conflicting ideas should be welcomed during SMT meetings.
Stronglydisagree LLJ 2 [3]I[I] Stronglyagree
29.
1
\
30.
During decision-making more weight should be given to the views of SMT members
whoare professionally well-qualified.
Stronglydisagree I I I 2 I 3 II[[] Strongly agree
During SMT meetings sarcasm is used to discourage the expression of conflicting ideas.
Strongly disagree I 1 2 I 3 II[[] Stronglyagree
:;. ***Thank you for your patience and co-operation in completi ng this questionnaire." ***
,.'
